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PE OTC A TION: 


To the Christian Fraternity of Brethren or Ger- 
man Baptists, the people by whom, under God, the 
writer was brought to a knowledge of the truth as wt 
“7s in Jesus,’ and who have, not only maintained the 
apostolic form of immersion, but who have also main- 
tained against the influence of compromising forms of 
Christianity in the world, the faith and practice of 
the Apostolic Church, in thetr simplicity and integrity ; 
and to all who desire to ‘obtain like precious faith,’ 


as this volunie gratefully and affectionately inscribed by 
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EREFATORY AND iNTRODUCTOR™. 


The reason that has induced us to add another to 
the already large amount of works on Christian bap- 
tism that we have, is a strong conviction of the 
necessity of something of the kind that we have 
attempted to produce, to meet an existing want. 
We shall not affirm that we have fully met that want. 
But we indulge the hope that our humble contribu- 
tion will help to supply it. 

Christian baptism has been extensively and ably 
discussed under several of its aspects. That immer- 
sion is the proper action of baptism, and a believer, 
the proper subject, are propositions that have been 
so clearly proved by the cumulative amount ot testi- 
mony produced in the baptismal controversy, as to 
leave no reasonable doubt. But there is an aspect 
of baptism, that has not, comparatively speaking, 
had much attention given to ie SWie refer tomthe 
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mode of immersion—to the question, should that 
mode be a single or trine immersion ? 

It is a fact that trine immersion was the prevailing 
mode of immersion from the end of the second to 
the close of the twelfth century. It is a factithan 
the Greek church with all its branches, and with its 
millions of communicants, and existing in the coun- 
try in which Christianity was founded by its divine 
Author, and using the language in which the Scrip- 
tures were originally written, has always practiced 
trine immersion. It is a fact that the ancient Greek 
and Latin Fathers practiced trine immersion. It is 
a fact that many eminent scholars and reformers, 
who were impartial judges, John Wesley among 
them, conceded to trine immersion an Apostolic 
origin. It is a fact that Ecclesiastical historians and 
Christian writers, furtish data from which trine 
immersion can be traced to the Apostolic age of the 
Christian church. And though the foregoing facts 
in themselves do not prove that trine immersion was 
the mode of immersion established by Christ in His 
church, they form a strong presumption that it was 
the mode of immersion that He appointed. And 
they at least constitute an argument in its favor en- 


titling it toa candid investigation by all professing 
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Christians, especially by all Baptists. But this it 
has not had. ‘There has existed a strong ‘prejudice 
against it, as is manifested by the disparaging man- 
ner in which it has been spoken of. 

In entering upon a Christian life, we accepted 
trine immersion as the Scriptural form of immersion. 
And believing that trine immersion was the Scrip- 
tural mode of immersion, we were not a little sur- 
prised to find so much prejudice existing against it 
as we found. When, however, we considered that it 
was not the popular mode of immersion in America, 
nor in that part of Europe with which we of Amer- 
ica are most familiar, and that there was not much 
literature besides the Scriptures upon the subject ac- 
cessible to people generally, our surprise was some- 
what diminished. But we could not but think that 
the subject of trine immersion had not had justice 
done it in the discussion of Christian baptism. And 
our conviction was greatly strengthened as we fur- 
ther studied the subject, and found so much testi- 
mony as we did to prove the Apostolic and primitive 
form of baptism was that mode of immersion. 

And perceiving that trine immersion had been 
placed under disadvantageous circumstances, our 
early attention in our Christian life, and especially in 


our ministerial life, was directed to the gathering of 
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information, and in using it to subserve the promo- 
tion of the true knowledge of a Christian ordinance 
which in an important feature was not understood. 

Our position as editor of the Gospel Visztor made 
it necessary for us to review some works which in- 
volved the subject of trine immersion. In our re- 
views we gave to the brotherhood and to the world 
some of the fruits of our humble labors. The pub- 
lic discussion we held with Eld. N. A. M’ Connell, 
in Linn Co., Iowa, in 1867, was published, and trine 
immersion being one of the subjects discussed, we 
gave considerable of the results of our study and 
reading upon the subject of trine immersion, in that 
published discussion. 

As we have said, there has much prejudice existed 
against trine immersion. And this prejudice has 
been increased by a misinterpretation of a passage 
in the writings of Tertullian. This ancient Chris- 
tian Father has been represented as saying, that trine 
immersion is ‘somewhat more than the Lord pre- 
scribed in the Gospel,’’ and that it had tradition 
and that alone for its origin. And living so near 
the Apostolic age as Tertullian did, and possessing 
the influence that he did, such a declaration from 
him would have an effect. And after the misrepre- 
sentation alluded to was started, it was repeated, 
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and we find it in many of the works written on 
baptism. Single immersionists have used it freely 
against trine immersion. We have shown that the 
construction put upon Tertullian’s language making 
him speak disparagingly of trine immersion, is a 
wrong construction, and that he bears the most de- 
cided testimony to the. Scriptural authority of it. 
And as Tertullian and other ancient Fathers are rep- 
resented by single immersionists as claiming no au- 
thority but taadition for trine immersion, we have 
clearly shown that such a representation does great 
injustice to both trine immersion and those ancient 
Fathers. 

The historical aspect of trine immersion has been 
pretty thoroughly examined, and history is clear and 
decided in its testimony as we have shown, that that 
form of immersion was the primitive and apostolic 
form of baptism. 

But we have given special attention to the baptis- 
mal formula, regarding that as the most reliable 
source from which information is to be obtained to 
settle the form of immersion that is to be practiced in 
the Christian Church. We have given it a searching 
and extensive analysis, and examination, and shown 
that when its grammatical construction is complete, 


it contains a form of construction that requires trine 
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immersion, and a form that single immersionists ad- 
mit justifies a trine immersion. 

To lay a plain and permanent basis for our course 
of argument, we have introduced the recognized 
principles of Scriptural interpretation, and applied 
them to the discussion of our subject. And in thus 
applying these principles, we have maintained the 
position that as the literal and primary meaning of 
the word baptize or Japtidso, should, according to 
the ground usually assumed by immersionists, decide 
the action of baptism, so the grammatical and literal 
meaning of the baptismal formula should decide the 
proper form of immersion. 


’ in the baptismal formula, 


The import of ‘* name’ 
and the import of the baptismal formula itself, have 
been considered, not only because of their bearing 
upon our subject, but because there is a rich vein of 
suggestive gospel truth contained in the baptismal 
fermula when understood, that is not, apparently 
appreciated as it should be. 

We have reviewed a few works on baptism as they 
seem to have been written with the ostensible object 
of repudiating trine immersion, or do repudiate it in 
references made in them. And while there is much 
pretence to truth and logic, a careful examination of 


the reasoning will show a considerable want of both. 
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And we have felt that fidelity to the truth required a 
notice of the works to which allusion has been made, 
and a reply to their arguments against trine immer- 
sion. 

We have not exhausted the subject upon which we 
have written, though we have discussed it under 
many of its aspects. We have endeavored to show 
the fallacy of much that has been written against 
trine immersion. ‘This seemed to be necessary on 
account of the prejudice which such writing has 
created against it. And we entertain the hope that 
our humble production will, if properly used, be a 
help to those who are anxious to ascertain the true 
form of Christian immersion, and a confirmation of 
those who have accepted trine immersion as that 
form. 

We have endeavored to avoid the use of harsh 
and denunciatory language. We have felt grieved 
-at the manner in which trine immersion has been 
spoken of by different writers, but we have felt no 
inclination to retaliate by replying in the same style. 
We have written with the consciousness of a great 
responsibility resting upon us. We have not inten- 
tionally misstated any fact, nor misquoted any 
author. Our authorities have been carefully exam- 


ined, and reference made to the works, and the 
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places in those works in which the passages referred 
to, may be found. 

We have given our work much time, prayerful 
thought, and study, and have consulted a considera- 
ble number of authors as our references will show. 
And while we trust that we have kept truth in view 
in our researches and reasoning, and have based our 
sentiments and positions upon the truth, we would, 
therefore, offer no apology for them. But we are 
very sensible that the style and composition of our 
work are far from being faultless. 

In sending out our book on its mission to promote 
Christian truth, we ask for it a careful reading and 
a candid examination. And we commend it to the 
Lord, and pray Him to bless it, and to make ita 
blessing to our erring race. 


J. Quinte 
fluntingdon, Pa. 
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THE BAPTISMAL FORMULA OF THE CHURCH. 


APTIZING them into the name of the Father, - 
and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.’’ 
This part of the great Commission of our Lord, is 
called, Zhe Formula of Baptism; and the meaning 
of this is, that it contains the prescribed form of 
words that was to be used in administering this 
Christian ordinance. And the question is, Did 
Christ design that that form of words should consti- 
tute a permanent rule in His Church for the admin- 
istration of baptism? And it seems altogether 
proper that we should, in the discussion of our sub- 
ject, give some attention to this question. 

1. That He intended it for a permanent rule, will 
appear evident from the following considerations 
and testimonies: 1. In looking at the formula of 
baptism as given by Christ, its binding authority is 
very manifest. Our Lord directs his apostles to do 
several things. (a) They are to teach the nations ; 
(6) They are to baptize believers, or those that 
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would receive their word; (¢) They are to teach 
those they baptize to observe or do what he, their 
Lord and Master had commanded ; (d) They are 
not only commanded to baptize believers, but the 
manner in which they are to baptize them was 
prescribed ; they are to baptize ‘‘them into the name 
of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghost.’’ Now as this part of the commission per- 
taining to the manner of baptizing is as imperatively 
given as is the command itself to baptize, or as is 
any one of the commands in the great Commission, 
it would then be as much of a violation of the 
command of our Lord to change the formula given 
by him for baptizing, as it would to do something 
else instead of baptizing, or as it would to fail to 
teach the baptized after their baptism, or before it. 
It would appear then that strict obedience to the 
commands of Christ contained in the commission, 
requires believers to be baptized according to the 
formula that he gave for the administering of bap- 
tism, for he gave it as he gave all the commands in 
the commission, under circumstances solemn and 
- impressive. ‘‘ 4M power is given unto me in heaven 
and on earth.’ These words constitute Christ’s 
introduction to his last and great commission to 
His apostles, and they are impressive and appro- 
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priate. Then following in the commission after 
such an introduction as does the formula for ad- 
ministering baptism, ‘‘ daptizing them into the name 
of the Father, and of the Son and of the Holy 
Spirit,’’ who would be so presumptuous as to at- 
tempt to make any improvement upon it, or any 
change in it ? 

2. From an occurrence we have narrated in the 
19th chapter of the Acts of the Apostles it would 
seem that they understood, that the formula for 
baptizing given by Christ was to be observed by 
them. The apostle Paul in his travels came to Eph- 
esus, where he found ‘‘ certain disciples.’’ Prompted 
by some feeling, and no doubt it was a proper one, 
he addressed a question to them which drew from 
them an answer which seems to have surprised the 
apostle. The following isa part of the conversation 
that passed between the apostle and those disciples: 
“‘Have ye received the Holy Ghost since ye be- 
lieved? And they said unto him, we have not so 
much as heard whether there be any Holy Ghost. 
And he said unto them, unto what then were ye 
baptized? And they said, unto John’s baptism.” 
The importance of the Holy Spirit in Christian life 
and experience is plainly recognized in apostolic 
teaching. And whether Paul saw something in the 
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conduct of those twelve disciples that indicated a 
want of the Holy Spirit’s influence over their lives 
and actions that led him to put the question to them 
that he did, or whether it was from some other con- 
sideration, we cannot tell. However the question, 
“Have ye received the Holy Ghost since jyempe. 
lieved ?’’ was put to them. And they answered as 
we have seen, ‘‘We have not so much as heard 
whether there be any Holy Ghost.’’ And when 
Paul saw that they knew nothing about the Holy 
Ghost, he seemed surprised, and said to them, 
‘¢Unto what then were ye baptized ?”’ 

It appears that Paul took it for granted that these 
believers were baptized, as it was the practice of the 
apostolic church to baptize those that believed. 
But whence the propriety of the apostle’s question, 
‘“‘Unto what then were ye baptized?’’ The pro- 
priety of the question is seen in the circumstance 
that baptism had the Holy Spirit associated with it, 
since Christ had commanded the apostles to baptize 
‘¢into the name of the Father, and of the Son, and 
of the Holy Spirit.’ And as Paul associated bap- 
tism with these disciples, as it was common for dis- 
ciples to be baptized, so it would seem that he 
associated the Holy Spirit with baptism, as it was so 
associated in the baptismal formula as given by 
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Christ. In bringing out what seems to be the 
meaning of Paul’s language in the question, and the 
propriety of the question, ‘‘ Unto what then were ye 
baptized ?’’ we may paraphrase his language thus: I 
am somewhat surprised that you know nothing of 
the Holy Spirit. Were you not baptized into the 
name of the Holy Spirit, as well as into the name 
of the Father, and of the Son, when you were bap- 
tized? Or unto what or into what were you bap- 
tized? Some translations read zzéo instead of undo. 
In looking at the subject in this way, the propriety 
of Paul’s question is apparent. He certainly 
thought that they ought to know something about 
the Holy Spirit from their baptism. And is it not 
reasonable to suppose it was because the name of the 
Holy Spirit was in the baptismal formula? We be- 
lieve it is, and we therefore regard Paul’s language 
in his interview with the twelve disciples at Ephesus, 
‘ as affording evidence that the baptismal formula 
given by Christ to his apostles was observed by 
them. , 

It seems altogether probable that the twelve disci- 
ples that Paul met at Ephesus had been Gentiles, 
and that they had not been baptized by John, nor 
properly unto his baptism, though they said they 
had been. Had they been Jews, or the disciples of 
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John, they would have known something about the 
Holy Spirit, for something was to be learned about 
him both from John and from the Jewish prophets. 
But as they did not know whether there was any 
Holy Spirit, it is most likely they were Gentiles, 
and had been baptized by some one, who without 
authority, used John’s baptism. John probably had 
no authority to authorize any to baptize, though 
some took the authority to administer his baptism. 

3. As in the age immediately succeeding the apos- 
tolic age, the formula given by Christ to his apostles 
was used in baptizing, it would seem that the apostles 
used it, and that their successors obtained it trom 
them. It is very evident from the writings of the 
ancient Christian Fathers that the formula given by 
Christ for baptizing was strictly observed. Justin 
Martyr, the first authentic uninspired writer upon 
the subject of baptism that we have, and who lived 
in the early part of the second century of the Chris- 
tian era, and within about sixty years of the apostles, 
in giving an sccount of the manner in which persons 
who became Christians, dedicated themselves to 
God, says, ‘‘As many as are persuaded and believe 
that what we teach and say is true, and undertake to 
live accordingly, are instructed to pray and entreat 
God with fasting, for the remission of their sins that 
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are past, we praying and fasting with them. Then 
they are brought by us where there is water, and are 
regenerated in the same manner in which we were 
ourselves regenerated. For, in the name of God, 
the Father and Lord of the universe, and of our 
Saviour Jesus Christ, and of the Holy Spint, they 
then receive the washing with water.’”’—/ustin AZar- 
tyr’s Works, page 79. It is evident from the above 
that, in the time of Justin, the formula of baptism 
as given by Christ was used. In referring to the 
divine names used in baptizing, he calls the second 
person in the Godhead by the name of Jesus Christ 
instead of Son. But he no doubt had reference to 
the order of baptizing given by Christ, wherein are 
recognized the three distinct persons, Father, Son, 
and Holy Spirit. Bingham in maintaining the idea 
that Justin had reference to the baptismal formula 
given by Christ, though there is a little difference 
between his language and that occurring in the for- 
mula, quotes Vossius as saying, ‘‘Justin Martyr is 
only giving a paraphrastical explication of the words 
used in baptism for the instruction of the heathens, 
to whom he is writing, when he tells them how the 
Christians baptized in the name of the Father 01 
all things, who was Lord and God, and in the name 
of Jesus Christ our Lord, and of the Holy Ghost.”’ 
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—Bingham’s Antiquities of the Christian Church, 
Boor XI, Chap. JI/, Sect. 72. Bingham and sine 
author Vossius quoted by him, both believed that 
Justin had the baptismal formula in his mind when 
he described the manner in which Christians bap- 
tized. 

Mr. Alexander Campbell gives the following ver- 
sion of Justin Martyr’s abridged description of the 
manner of baptizing in his time. It will be noticed 
that according to this reading, Justin gives the 
names, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit as they occur 
in the baptismal formula. 

‘‘T will declare unto you how we offer up our- 
selves to God, after that we are received through 
Christ: Those among us instructed in the faith, are 
brought to the water, then they are baptized therein, 
in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of 
the Holy Ghost. Then we bring the person thus 
baptized or washed to the brethren, where the assem- 
bled are, that we may pray both for ourselves, and 
the new illuminated person; that we may be found 
by doctrine and good works, worthy observers and 
keepers of the commandments. Then bread and 
wine being brought to the chief brother, he taketh it 
and offereth praise and thanksgiving to the Father, 
in the name of the Son, and the Holy Ghost. After 
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prayer and thanksgiving the whole assembly saith 
Amen. When thanksgiving is ended by the chief 
guide and consent of the whole people, the Deacons 
(as we call them) give to every one present, part of 
the bread and wine, over which thanks is given; this 
we call the Zucharist, to which no man is admitted 
but he that believeth the truth of the doctrine, and 
lives as Christ has taught.”-—Campbell and Walker’ s 
Debate, Enlarged Edition, page 265. 

Tertullian lived some time after Justin Martyr. 
That the baptismal formula as given by Christ was 
observed in his day, is very evident. In his work 
on baptism, he says, ‘‘For the /aw of baptizing has 
been zwposed, and the formula prescribed: ‘Go,’ 
saith [Christ], ‘teach the nations, baptizing them 
into the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of 
the Holy Spirit.””""—Zhe Writings of Tertulhan, 
Vol. [, page 228. 

The Seventh Council of Carthage took place in 
A. D. 256. The re-baptism of heretics was dis- 
cussed in that council which was composed of 
eighty-seven bishops. Monnulus, one of the bish- 
ops said, ‘‘The true coctrine of our Holy Mother 
the catholic church, hath always my brethren, been 
with us, and doth yet abide with us, and especially 
in the article of baptism, and the trine immersion 
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wherewith it is celebrated; our Lord having said: 
Go ye, and baptize the Gentiles, in the name of the 
father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.’’ 
Cyprian’s Works, Marshalls Translation, Part J, 
page 24z. Here we have the baptismal formula as 
given by Christ recognized, and trine immersfon 
connected with it. And Monnulus claims that these 
had always been with them. This was as early as A. 
Dy 250: 

The fiftieth canon of The Apostolical Constitutions, 
a work that contains many of the doctrines and 
practices of the Ancient Church, is plain and posi- 
tive in its teaching upon the importance of the bap- 
tismal formuia. ‘‘If any bishop or presbyter do 
not perform three immersions of one initiation, but 
one immersion which is given into the death of 
Christ, let him be deposed; for the Lord did not 
say, baptize into my death; but, Go ye, make disciples 
of all nations, baptizing them into the name of the 
Luther, and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost. Do 
ye, therefore, O Bishops, baptize thrice into one 
Father, and Son, and Holy Ghost, according to the 
will of Christ and our constitution by the Spirit.’’— 
Dr. Chase's Edition, page 252. 

In the ancient manuscript discovered and publish- 


ed recently by Bishop Bryennios of the Greek 
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church, called Zeaching of the Twelve Apostles, a 
work supposed to have been written very early in 
the Christian era, even as early as the second cen- 
tury by some, is given a number of the practices of 
the Christians of the time in which it was written. 
In it we have a plain recognition of the fact that the 
formula of baptism as given by Christ was then 
strictly observed. The following are the directions 
for baptizing in this ancient work: ‘‘ Baptize into 
the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holy Spirit, in running water. But if thou hast not 
running water, baptize in other water; and if thou 
canst not in cold, then in warm. But if thou hast 
neither, pour water upon the head thrice, in the 
name of Father, and Son and Holy Spirit.’’—Za- 
tion of Drs. LHitchcock and Brown, page 15. 

Dr. Shedd in his History of Christian Doctrine, 
Vol. I, page 330, in discussing the nature or divinity 
of Christ, makes reference to the ancient church, in 
regard to the importance it attributed to the baptis- 
mal formula as follows: ‘‘In the controversy re- 
specting the validity of heretical baptism, the 
Church came to the decision that baptism in the 
name of Christ is not valid. It must be adminis- 
tered according to the Scriptural formula in the 
name of the Eternal Three. But if baptism in the 
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name of the God-man solely, is not justifiable ; still 
less would it be proper to baptize in the name of the 
‘Son,’ if that term denoted a merely temporal and 
transitory distinction and relationship.”’ 

Bingham, the author of an extensive and popular 
work on Christian Antiquities, having given consid- 
erable attention and research to the subject we are 
examining, after referring to many authors in differ- 
ent ages of the church, remarks as follows: ‘‘Indeed 
among all the writings of the ancients I have never 
yet met with any but two, that plainly and directly 
allow or approve of any other form of baptism save 
that which was appointed by Christ at the institu- 
tion.’’—Bingham’s Antiquities, Vol. 1, page 48}. 
We thus perceive that among the ancients, the bap- 
tismal formula as given by Christ, was almost uni- 
versally accepted. And among modern professing 
Christians, there is the same general acceptance of 
the baptismal formula as there was among the 
ancient Christians. All the Christian denominations 
of modern times, that practice Christian baptism do 
it according to the baptismal formula, or if there are 
any exceptions, they are very few. It would appear 
then that the baptismal formula given by Christ was 
designed for all ages of the Christian Church, and 


for all who would accept the Christian faith. 
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4. But there have been a few from a very early 
age among Christian believers who have not regard- 
ed the common formula for administering baptism as 
essential to the validity of the ordinance. And 
they have been led to look favorably upon another 
form because they have thought that after the time 
of Christ, some of the baptisms recorded in the 
Acts of the Apostles were not performed according 
to the baptismal formula. But they have been mis- 
led in forming their views of the manner in which 
those baptisms were performed. While we have no 
record in the Acts of the Apostles of the baptismal 
formula given by Christ being used when baptism 
was administered, we should not conclude that it 
was not used because it is not mentioned. ‘There is 
merely an allusion made to those cases of baptism 
when they are mentioned. The inspired writers did 
not deem it necessary to explain the performance in 
full after Christ had given the form, for it was to be 
understood that it was performed according to the 
formula which he had given unto his apostles. In 
Acts 20:7, it is said, ‘‘And on the first day of the 
week when the disciples came together to break 
bread,’’ etc. Here reference is no doubt made to 


the whole communion, both bread and wine, though 
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nothing but the breaking of bread is mentioned. 
So, no doubt it was in baptism. The formula was 
used, though the Lord Jesus alone is named, and he 
is named because of the relation in which he stands 
to the great work of redemption, into connection 
with which believers are brought by baptism. 

5- We shall give a couple of extracts from reputa- 
ble authors, containing testimony in regard to the 
apparent discrepancy between the baptismal formula 
given by Christ and some of the cases of baptism 
recorded in the Acts of the Apostles. Their testi- 
mony is plain and positive, and agrees with our own 
view upon the subject as stated above. Dr. Wm. 
Smith, in his unabridged Déctionary of the Bible, 
under the head of Baptism, and under the rith di- 
vision of the subject, which he calls Zhe Formula of 
Baptism, has the following: ‘‘It should seem from 
our Lord’s own direction (Matt. 28:19) that the 
words made use of in the administration of baptism 
should be those which the church has generally re- 
tained, ‘I baptize thee in the name of the Father, 
and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost;’ yet wher- 
ever baptism is mentioned in the Acts of the Apos- 
tles, it is only mentioned as in the name of the Lord 
Jesus,’ or ‘in the name of the Lord.’ (Acts 2: 38; 
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8:16; 10:48; 19:5). The custom of the primitive 
church as far as we can learn from the primitive 
Fathers, was always to baptize in the names of the 
three Persons of the Trinity (see Suicer s. v. Bap- 
tize); and there is little doubt that the expressions 
in the Book of Acts mean only that those who were 
baptized with Christian baptism were baptized into 
the faith of Christ, into the death of Christ, not 
that the form of words was different from that en- 
joined by our Lord in St. Matthew.’’ Dr. Scott, 
the Commentator, in commenting upon the formula 
of baptism as given by our Lord, says, ‘‘ There can 
be no reasonable doubt that the Apostles and Primi- 
tive Christians always administered baptism in this 
very form; and it would be strange to infer their 
disobedience to so express a command of Christ, 
from the brevity with which matters of this nature 
are recorded in the Acts of the Apostles. Indeed it 
would be a most daring presumption in any man to 
alter it, as if he knew better than the Lord himself 
in what manner to administer this sacrament.’’ 

As there seems to be a tendency in the Christian 
world to depart from the baptismal formula as given 
by Christ, or at least a tendency to depreciate its 


importance, we have extended our argument for its 
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observance as we have done. And perhaps the pro- 
priety of doing so will appear, when we shall refer 
again to the subject of this chapter, as we shall have 


occasion to do hereafter. 


RENDERING OF THE FORMULA. iy 


CHAPTER I. 


WHE CORKECT RENDERING OF THE BAPITIS 
MAL FORMULA. 


Av, H HAT the true rendering of the baptismal for- 
mula is, demands some consideration. We 
mean by this, shall the formula be read, ‘‘ Baptizing 
them zz the name of the Father, and of the Son, 
and of the Holy Spirit,’’ or ‘‘zzfo the name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit ?’’ 
Upon the first thought, to some the difference be- 
tween the two readings may appear to be very small. 
But there is a considerable difference—more than 
those who have not carefully and critically examined 
the subject, would be likely to perceive in reading 
the two forms above given. 

The question which we are considering, and which 
involves the choice of one of the two prepositions, 
in and znto, resolves itself into the following form: 
Did our Lord in directing his apostles to baptize 2 
the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holy Spirit, mean that they should baptize in or by 
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the authority of all three of the Divine Persons 
named? This is the idea conveyed by the reading 
of the formula as we have it in our common English 
version, with zz in the text. 

That the formula read as given in our common 
English version conveys the idea of authority as 
above attributed to it, will appear from the following 
considerations: When anything is said to be done in 
the name of another, it is understood that it is done 
by the authority of the person in whose name it is 
done. When there was a plot laid to destroy 
King Ahasuerus, and Mordecai discovered it, he re- 
vealed it to Esther, and it is written, ‘‘The thing 
was known to Mordecai, who told it unto Esther 
the queen, and Esther certified the king thereof 
in Mordecai’s name.’’—Zsther 2:22. By the au- 
thority of Mordecai, Esther informed the king 
of what he had learned concerning the design 
against the king’s life. And it is written that Jeze- 
bel ‘‘wrote letters in Ahab’s name, and sealed them 
with his seal.’’—z Kings 27:8. She wrote and did 
what she did by the authority of Ahab, as she 
acted in hisname. And in the cure of the cripple 
who lay at the gate of the temple, we have the same 
idea attached to the phrase, ‘‘in the name of.” 
Peter said to the Jame man, ‘‘In the name of Jesus 


RENDERING OF THE FORMULA. 19 


Christ of Nazareth, rise up and walk.’’—~Acés 3:6. 
Peter had previously said in speaking to the Jews, 
‘God hath made that same Jesus, whom ye have 
crucified, both Lord and Christ.”’—Acts 2:36. 
Now as Christ was thus exalted, and as Peter was 
preaching and acting under his authority, he said to 
iemiainc man, “in the name of Jesus sChricg 
meaning by the authority of Jesus Christ, ‘‘rise up 
and walk.’’ Christ interposed his power and the 
lame man walked. 

But did the Lord mean that the converts made to 
him by the teaching of the apostles were to be bap- 
tized by the authority of the Father, and of the Son, 
and of the Holy Spirit, as the formula according to 
our English version would seem to imply? It is not 
at all probable that he did. In his introduction to 
the Lormula of Baptism, he said to his apostles, 
‘All power is given unto me in heaven and in 
earth.’’—MMatt. 28:18. Then as all power is invest- 
ed in Christ in his mediatorial character, in which 
he has been acting since His ascension, it was under 
His authority that the apostles taught and baptized, 
and under His authority that believers were to be 
baptized, and not directly under the authority of 
the Father, and of the Holy Spirit. Peter there- 
fore said to the penitent Jews, ‘‘Repent, and be 
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baptized, every one of you, in the name of Jesus 
Christ for the remission of sins.’’—Acts 2:38. In 
the name of Jesus Christ here means by the author- 
ity of Jesus Christ. In the original, the preposition 
is not e¢s but ef7; and ef7 means not into but upon 
or on. ‘The import of it here seems to be that 
Peter commanded them to be baptized upon or on 
the authority of Jesus Christ. And this seems to be 
a judicious and proper direction of the apostle. The 
Jews had denied the Messiahship and authority of 
Christ; and by this denial they had destroyed them- 
selves and their nation. They must be humbled 
and own the authority of Christ before they can 
obtain pardon and salvation. Hence Peter’s com- 
mand to them requiring of them a recognition of 
the authority of Christ whom they had denied. 
They were required to be baptized in the name of 
or under the authority of Christ whom they had re- 
jected. This agrees with Dr. Lange’s explanation. 
In referring to Peter’s command to the penitent 
Jews, he says, “He prescribes a two-fold duty, and 
promises a two-fold gift. He demands that these 
persons should (1) change their minds (their whole 
moral state should undergo a change, me¢anoeite, 
reform,) and (2) be baptized in the name of Jesus 


(epi to honomati /eesou Kristou (upon the name 


o 
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of Jesus Christ), as an expression of their faith in 
Jesus, or a recognition of him, and as a pledge of 
their submission to him as the Lord Messiah).”’ 
—Lange’s Exegetical and Critical Notes on Acts 
2:38. The Greek preposition that is translated 
into is es, and zwfo is the first or primary mean- 
ing of this word, while ez is the preposition that 
is translated in; and as eds and not ez occurs in the 
baptismal formula, it should read, ‘‘ Baptizing them 
into the name of the Father, and of the Son, 
and of the Holy Spirit.’’ Dean Alford of England, 
an eminent Biblical Scholar, remarks as follows in 
reference to this subject: ‘‘It is unfortunate again 
here that our English Bibles do not give us the force 
of this es. It should have been zzéo (as in Gal. 
3:27, et al.) both here and in 1 Cor. 10:2, and 
wherever the expression is used.’’ Dr. Whately, a 
well-known author and one of acknowledged ability, 
in having occasion to refer to the baptismal formula, 
says, ‘‘eis to honoma, ‘into the name,’ not ‘in the 
name.’ ’’—Whately’s Logic, page 360. Dr. Dwight, 
an eminent Presbyterian minister, and at one time 
President of Yale College, thus expresses himself 
upon the point in the baptismal formula, which we 
are explaining: ‘All persons are baptized not zz but 
into the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of 
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the Holy Ghost; that is, they are in this ordinance 
publicly and solemnly introduced into the family 
and entitled in a peculiar manner to the name of 
God. Accordingly they are called godly; Chris- 
tians; Spiritual; sons and daughters of God; and 
children of God, throughout the Scriptures. That 
this is the true construction of the passage just quot- 
ed is, I think, obvious from the Greek phraseology, 
ets to honoma, the proper English of which is, zxéo 
the name. Accordingly it is customarily rendered 
in this manner, by the translators of our Bible in 
those passages where the same subject is mentioned. 
Thus, Rom. 6: 3-4, St. Paul asks, Know ye not, that 
so many of us as were baptized INTO Jesus Christ were 
baptized INTO his death? Therefore we are burted 
with him by Baptism into death.—1 Cor. 12:13; 
tor by one Spirit we were all baptised INTO one body. 
—Gal. 3:27; As many of you as have been baptised 
INTO Christ have put on Christ. In all these in- 
stances the phraseology is the same with tha/ first 
quoted, and from analogy, teaches us, that it ought, 
there also, to have been rendered in the same man- 
ner: ¢#fo, being the original and proper meaning of 
the preposition ; and zz being a meaning so uncom- 
mon as heretofore to have been resolved into a He- 
braism. Several of these passages also directly de- 
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clare that those who are baptized, are baptized into 
Christ; that is, into the Church, or Body of Christ.’’ 
—Dwight’s Theology, Vol. IV, page 318. 

We could multiply authorities high in literary at- 
tainments, and in Biblical knowledge, confirming 
the view of the reading of the baptismal formula we 
have given as the preferable and proper reading, but 
we do not consider it necessary nor advisable. We 
will, however, yet add that the reading zz¢o instead 
of zz, in the baptismal formula, is almost universally 
accepted by modern Biblical critics and translators. 
The following English versions all have the reading 
into instead of zz, in the baptismal formula: Zhe 
Revised Version, The Version published by Alexander 
Campbell, Anderson's Version and Kneeland’s. We 
name these as we have them in our library. And 
commentators generally agree with the above En- 
glish versions, in accepting zzéo instead of zz, in the 
baptismal formula. 
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CHARTER iL 


PRINCIPLES OF INPERPRETATION 


HE Bible contains the will or law of God for 
the use and government of man. The divine 
law was once written upon man’s heart. But sin 
has erased or so far obliterated it, that it cannot now 
be relied upon. Hence the necessity of the divine 
law coming to us from without, as we can no longer 
read it from within. The Scriptures are a revelation 
and a communication from God to man to make 
known to him not simply the will or law of God, 
but also the remedial scheme of redemption, that 
man may be redeemed from guilt, and be restored to 
the honorable position in the universe of God, that 
he occupied before his apostasy. 

The Bible is then a revelation to reveal to man, 
all things that ‘‘ pertain to life and godliness.’’ And 
it is mainly a revelation of the revealed things of 
God to man through the medium of human lan- 
guage. This divine revelation was originally com- 
municated to man in different languages, but it has 
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been translated from one language into another that 
the different nations of the earth might have it and 
read it in their vernacular or native tongue. And 
when it is translated into any language, the divine 
utterances of the Spirit of God become clothed or 
embodied in the words common to that language, 
and the meaning of the Spirit must be ascertained 
in the same way that the utterances or speech of the 
people using that language, are to be ascertained in 
their communications with one another. And while 
human language if properly appreciated, will be 
highly valued as a means of men’s communicating 
with one another, the fact that it is the medium 
through which God communicates his thoughts or 
ideas to man, will add greatly to its value. And 
the circumstance that God speaks to us through his 
word translated into our language in our vernacular 
tongue, should be a great incentive to us to study 
our language and become acquainted with it, that we 
may the more readily and the more correctly under- 
stand Him as He speaks to us. There is no doubt 
that in receiving the word of God as we do through 
translations, we receive it under some disadvantages. 
But such disadvantages do not materially detract 
from the value or plainness of the divine oracles. 


And they have been translated into many languages. 
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In the English language we have several excellent 
translations. 

From the benevolent character of the Divine Au- 
thor of the Bible and from the ignorance and stu- 
pidity of man, the creature that is to be taught, we 
would reasonably suppose that he would communi- 
cate his will to man in a manner no less intelligible 
than men communicate their thoughts to one anoth- 
er. ‘That he has done so, appears from what he has 
declared in his word. The prophet speaking of the 
way of holiness revealed in the word of God, says 
of its plainness, ‘‘wayfaring men, though fools shall 
Hot er therein. —Isaiah 95:8. And anlmeae: 
‘we use great plainness of speech.”’—-2 Cor. 3:12. 

We have made the foregoing remarks preparatory 
to our introduction of some of the recognized _prin- 
ciples of biblical interpretation that may be applied 
to advantage in explaining many passages of Scrip- 
ture as well as that which contains the baptismal for- 
mula. But as the meaning of this is now the subject 
of our investigation, it is to this that we desire a 
candid and intelligent application made of the rec- 
ognized principles that we shall introduce. Lan- 
guage 1s to be explained and understood by rules. 
There is an implied understanding between readers 
and the authors they read. It is understood that 
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authors use the words and phrases they do, with 
such meaning attached to them as obtains in general 
literature. And it is also to be understood that 
readers will do the authors the justice of interpreting 
their language according to the common use of the 
words and phrases which they employ to convey 
their ideas. 

Dr. Fairbairns, professor of divinity in the Free 
Church College, Glasgow, and author of several 
popular works, in that called the Mermeneutical 
Manual, pp. 83, 84, in stating rules and principles 
to be followed in interpreting the Scriptures, says, 
‘« And we, therefore, lay it down as another princi- 
ple to be sacredly maintained in Scriptural inter- 
pretations, that zothing should be elicited from the 
text but what ts yielded by the fair and grammatical 
explanation of the language. The import of each 
word, and phrase, and passage, must be investigated 
in a manner perfectly accordant with the laws of 
language, and with the actual circumstances of the 
writers. Not what we may think they should have 
said, or might possibly wish they /ad said, but sim- 
ply what, as far as we are able to ascertain, they ad 
say—this must be the sole object of our pursuit, and 
the more there is of perfect honesty and discrimi- 
nating tact in our efforts to arrive at this, the more 
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certain is our success. For in the words. of Bengel: 
‘It is better to run all lengths with Scripture truth 
ina natural and open manner, than to shift, and 
twist, and accommodate. Straight-forward conduct 
may draw against us bitterness and rancour for a 
time, but sweetness will come out of it. Every sin- 
gle truth is a light of itself, and every error, however 
minute, is darkness as far as it goes.’”’ 

Alexander Campbell has the following just and 
truthful remarks: ‘‘If we have a revelation from 
God in human language, the words of that volume 
must be intelligible by the common usage of lan- 
guage; they must be precise and determinate in sig- 
nification, and that signification must be philologi- 
cally ascertained—that is, as the words and sen- 
tences of other books are ascertained by the use of 
the dictionary and grammar. Were it otherwise, 
and did men require a new dictionary and grammar 
to understand the Book of God,—then without that 
divine dictionary and grammar, we could have no 
revelation from God, for a revelation that needs to 
be revealed is no revelation at all.’’—Campbell on 
Baptism, page 54. 

From the principles Mr. Campbell enunciates, he 
draws several rules; among them is the following: 


‘*To understand the meaning of what is command- 
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ed, promised, taught, &c., the same philological 
principles, deduced from the nature of language, 
or the same laws of interpretation which are applied 
to the language of other books, are to be applied 
to the language of the Bible.’’—/did, page 6r. 

In Horne’s Introduction to the Critical Study and 
Knowledge of the Holy Scriptures, Vol. I, page 326, 
we have the following rule: ‘‘Of any particular pas- 
sage the most simple sense—or that which most 
readily suggests itself to an attentive and intelligent 
reader, possessing competent knowledge,—is in all 
probability the genuine sense or meaning.’’ 

In a work called, Zhe Bible and Its Study, made 
up of articles that had been written by different 
writers for Zhe Sunday-School Times, we have the 
following observations in an article written by Prof. 
M. B. Riddle, D. D. ‘The light of private judg- 
ment for which Protestantism contends, is neither 
the right to doubt nor the right to think as we 
please. It is the right to listen to God when God 
speaks to us, and the right to receive that direct 
teaching of the Spirit of God which is one of the 
noblest prerogatives that Christ confers on all that 
believe in Him. (Dale, Protestantism, pp. 42, 43.) 
As applied to the interpretation of Scripture, this 
position assumes that the Bible is a human book ; 
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that, however its human authors were inspired they 
wrote or spoke so as to be understood, using words, 
whether literally or figuratively, in the sense in 
which general usage employs them. For if this 
principle of interpretation were not correct, there 
could be no duty of private judgment. <A cabalistic 
meaning is known only by those who have learned 
the key to the cipher. On the other hand this posi- 
tion implies that there is an illuminating influence of 
the Holy Ghost bestowed upon the individual be- 
liever who prayerfully studies his Bible. These two 
principles are based upon the character of the sacred 
Scriptures as constituting one divine-human book, 
revealing a divine-human person, Jesus Christ our 
Gord; <%= «= .  Uhe Bibleis to beanie 
preted in accordance with the plain historical sense 
of its words, as determined by the ordinary laws of 
language. This is the general principle, accepted 
by all Protestants in theory, at least. As already in- 
timated, if this were not correct, there would be no 
right or duty of private judgment. Indeed any 
other position makes the Bible a dishonest book. 
Of course, the measure of knowledge will differ in 
different readers; but a denial of this theory, which 
puts before the interpreter the single aim of exactly 


ascertaining and establishing on due grounds ¢he 
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purely historical sense of Scripture (Meyer), makes 
the Bible a sealed book, both to the philologist and 
to the ordinary reader. ‘The greatest scholar and 
the well-nigh illiterate Christian may make common 
cause against every other theory of interpretation. 
On the face of it, this theory is best adapted to the 
contents of the Bible; a very much larger half of 
both Testaments being simple, historical narrative.’’ 
PP- 40, 41. 

Mr. Milligan in speaking of positive law, says, 
‘It depends for its existence and all that pertains to 
it, wholly and exclusively, on the will of the law- 
giver. And hence the necessity that every positive 
law should be expressed tn the most clear, definite and 
specific terms possible: and furthermore, that z¢ should 
be interpreted and obeyed according to the strict letter 
and conventional meaning of the terms used to express 
wt..’—The Great Commusston, page 89. 

Such principles and rules laid dowr by authors 
when giving rules for a proper and safe explanation 
of the Scriptures—principles and rules that cannot 
fail from their truthfulness and reasonableness to 
commend themselves to every candid and intelligent 
mind, could be greatly multiplied, but we have 
quoted sufficient to remind our readers of the com- 


monly accepted principles which are to govern us 
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in so construing the language of the Scriptures that 
we may obtain from them the precise meaning that 
God intended to be conveyed to us by the words he 
used in the revelation he has given us. By the fore- 
going rules we shall explain the baptismal formula, 
and the reader should keep them in mind. 
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CHAP iin, lve 


WHAT WE HAVE IN THE BAPTISMAL 
FORMULA. 


HAT we have in the baptismal formula, 

‘‘baptizing them into the name of the 

Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit.”’ 

1. We have a plurality of personal subjects. 2. We 

have a distinction of personal subjects. 3. We 
have a plurality of names. 


SECTION I. 


r. We have a plurality of personal subjects, ads- 
tinguished by the names, Lather, Son, and Holy 
Spirit. And as these have personal attributes attrib- 
uted to all of them in the Scriptures, they have been 
called Persons, their personality bearing some anal- 
ogy to human personality. 

The three-fold plurality of Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit, that we have in the baptismal formula, we 
have in several passages in the New Testament. We 
have it in the baptism of Christ. The Father was 


in heaven, the Son was in Jordan submitting to 
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baptism by John, and the Holy Spirit in the form of 
a dove came down from heaven upon the Son.— 
Matt. 3:13-17._ Here as in the baptismal form ala, 
the threefold plurality of the Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit was most clearly and impressively manifested. 

2. We have also the three-fold plurality of the 
same divine Persons in the apostolic benediction: 
«The grace of the Lord Jesus Christ, and the love 
of God, and the communion of the Holy Ghost be 
with you all.’’—2 Cor. 13:14. 

3. We have another example of the same kind in 
the apostle John’s salutation to the seven churches 
of Asia: “ john to the seven churches in Asia, grace 
unto you and peace, from Him who is, and who was, 
and who is to come, and from the Seven Spirits 
which are before the throne, and from Jesus Christ, 
the Faithful Witness, the First-born from the dead, 
and the prince of the kings of the earth: “Sales 
1:4, 5. Accepting the prevailing view that the sev- 
en spirits represent the Holy Spirit with the perfec- 
tion of its character, the completeness of its gifts 
and offices as the correct view of the seven spirits in 
this passage as it probably is, it presents to us the 
same three divine Persons that we have in the bap- 
tismal formula. 


We shall next offer the testimony of several au- 
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thors of reputation to confirm our position that 
there is a three-fold plurality of Persons in the bap- 
tismal formula. The first testimony that we shall 
offer is that of Dr. Halley, an English author of 
reputation. In his work called Zhe Sacraments, 
Part I, page 231, and in a lecture on Zhe Afode of 
Christian Baptism, he says: ‘‘’Two inquiries are sug- 
gested: the one, are we bound by the terms of the 
commission to administer baptism according to the 
form of words there prescribed; that is, in the name 
of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghost? The other, is immersion the only pre 
mode of administering this ordinance ? . 

As to the former inquiry, the command of our 
Lord seems so clear and absolute, as to admit of no 
exception. JI do not see how any person can bap- 
tize into the name of the Father, and of the Son, 
and of the Holy Ghost, without mentioning the 
three names of these Divine Persons; by an act of 
invocation, imploring their blessing; or by an act of 
of authority, administering by their commission; or 
by an act of dedication devoting the person to their 
service.’’ Here the plurality of persons is recog- 
nized. | 


We shall next give the testimony of Dr. Bethune, 
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of the Reformed Dutch Church. Ina course of lec- 
tures on the Heidelberg Catechism, Vol. II, page 
33, ina lecture on ‘‘ The Divinity, Personality, and 
Work of the Holy Ghost,’’ he says: ‘‘Again in the 
divinely prescribed form of baptism: ‘In the name 
of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghost,’ (the three present at the baptism of our 
Head.) Nothing but the extremest prejudice could 
bring one to believe that these several names belong 
to only a single person, and do not intend three dis- 
tinct persons in the Godhead.’’ Here again we 
have the plurality of persons, and a three-fold plu- 
rality recognized. 

Our next witness is Alexander Campbell, well 
known in the Christian world as a scholar and as an 
author. In alluding to the language of the formula 
for administering baptism, he says: ‘‘No language 
could more clearly indicate a change of state than 
the phrase just now read. The prominent design of 
baptism is thus fully expressed by the transition 
spoken of in the words, ‘baptizing into the name.’ 
The subject is here represented as in some way en- 
tering zvto the name or into the persons, represented 
by the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.’’— Campbell 
and Rice Debate, page 4gz. Here Mr. Campbell 
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teaches a plurality of persons in the baptismal for- 
mula and that it is into this three-fold plurality of 
persons that the subject of baptism is baptized. 

We will next hear Dr. Waterland of the Episcopal 
Church. He was an eminent minister in that church 
and a popular author. In asermon on the commis- 
sion of Christ to his Apostles, and on Christ’s 
Divinity, he has the following: ‘‘And now since 
Christ himself had undertaken to draw all men unto 
him, the first and principal thing which all the na- 
tions of the world were to have notice of, was the © 
obligation they lay under to three Persons, of high 
character and distinction, and re/afed to each other, 
called by the names of Sather, Son, and oly 
Ghost.’’—Waterland’s Works, Vol. If, pp. 171, 172. 

We have in the above language of Dr. Waterland, 
a three-fold plurality recognized in the baptismal 
formula. 

SECTION II. 

We have in the baptismal formula a distinction of 
persons. ‘The names Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, 
occurring in the baptismal formula, have been ap- 
plied to but one person, or understood to constitute 
but one person. Sabellius, the leader and founder 
of a sect in the ancient church, held and taught that 
the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit were not three per- 
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sons, but one only—one person with three names. 
He held that as Creator of the world, this one per- 
son was called Father; as the Redeemer of the world 
he was called Son; and as the Sanctifier of the world 
he was called Holy Spirit. But the Scriptures plain- 
ly teach a distinction in the three-fold plurality of 
the persons in the Godhead. And that distinction 
is taught and represented in the baptismal formula. 
The names Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, represent, 
three personal subjects or Persons. ‘This distinction 
is also taught in other passages of Scripture. It 1s 
taught in those passages to which we referred in the 
first part of this chapter, which teach the three-fold 
plurality of persons in the baptismal formula. But 
we shall present a few other passages in which the 
distinction under consideration is taught. The fol- 
lowing are examples: 

1. In the 5th chapter of Revelation we have a 
scene that shows very clearly the distinction between 
the Father and the Son. The scene occurred in 
heaven. John, the inspired writer, saw the Father 
upon the throne with a book in his hand; John wept 
because no one at first appeared to open the book. 
But finally a Lamb appears to open the seals. 
‘And he came and took the book out of the right 
hand of him that sat upon the throne.’’ How 
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plainly and distinctly are the Father and Son pre- 
sented to us in that scene! The one that occupied 
the throne was no doubt the Father, and the Lamb 
represented the Son. But we also have the Holy 
Spirit presented to us in the vision of John. The 
anv had séven eyés which are déclared to be *‘the 
seven Spirits of God.’’ ‘These seven Spirits repre- 
sent the Holy Spirit. This was sent forth by the 
Saviour into all the earth, as a help to his Apostles, 
and as a seal to all believers. 

2. In Revelation 14:1 we have a very important 
illustration’ of the distinction between the Father 
and the Son. We give the passage as we have it in 
the Revised Version. The distinction is here 
brought out very fully. ‘‘And I saw and, behold, 
the Lamb standing on the Mount Zion, and with 
him a hundred and forty and four thousand, having 
his name, and the name of his Father written on 
their foreheads.’’ How naturally does this passage 
thus rendered, associate it with the baptismal formula 
in which we have the Father’s, the Son’s, and the 
Holy Spirit’s name presented to us! 

We shall now give the authority of some Christian 
writers concerning what we have said in regard to 
the astinction of persons in the baptismal formula. 

1. Our first authority will be Dr. A. Clark, a well 
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known commentator. In his notes on the baptismal 
formula, ‘‘ Baptizing them into the name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit,”’ 
he says, ‘‘Is it possible for words to convey a plainer 
sense than these do? And do they not direct every 
reader to consider the Father, the Son, and the 
Holy Spirit, as three distinct persons?’ Here plu- 
rality and distinction are affirmed by Dr. Clark of 
the persons named in the baptismal formula. 

2. Our next authority will be Alexander Camp- 
bell. Mr. Campbell, in speaking of the divinity of 
the Godhead, says, ‘‘For the divine nature may be 
communicated or imparted in some sense; and, in- 
deed, while it is essentially and necessarily singular, 
it is certainly plural in its personal manifestations. 
hence we have the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit 
equally divine, though personally distinct from each 
other. We have, in fact, but one God, one Lord, 
one Holy Spirit; yet these are equally possessed of 
one and the same divine nature.”’—Zhe Christian 
System, page 20. 

3. We had Dr. Bethune’s testimony upon the plu- 
rality of Persons in the baptismal formula; we shall 
now give it in regard to the distinction. He gives 
the following: ‘‘When we say that there is this dis- 


tinction of three in the Godhead, we mean that this 
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distinction is real and not merely nominal; that is, 
these names are not several names of the Godhead, 
as Caius Julius Caesar are names of one man; nor 
are they used separately of the Godhead in reference 
to the several operations of the divine will, as that 
God is called the Father, in reference to the crea- 
tion ; the Son in reference to the Redemption ; the 
Holy Ghost, in reference to the sanctification of 
man; but that, as the Scriptures teach, these three 
are so distinct from each other as to have rela- 
tions to each other. It is absurd to speak of a 
being having relations to himself, because relative- 
ness implies distinctiveness between those spoken of 
as related.’’—Aecthune's Lectures on the Catechism, 
Vol. I, page 202. 

4. Dr. Waterland gives the following strong testi- 
mony to the distinction we are explaining, in A 
Familiar Discourse upon the Doctrine of the Holy 
Trinity. After noticing the nature of the Divine Per- 
sons, he says, ‘‘I may next consider their dstinction. 
They are constantly represented in Scripture as dis- 
tinct from each other: the Father is not the Son, 
Honig the Holy Ghost either Yor the vother tor 
They are described, as any other distinct persons are 
by different characters and offices. This is so plain 
through every page almost of the New Testament, 
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that it were needless to instance in particulars. The 
Father is said to send, the Son to be sen¢, and the 
Holy Ghost to proceed or go forth. The Father is 
represented as ove witness, and the Son as another 
witness: the Son as ove Comforter, the Holy Ghost 
as another comforter, not both one comforter. The 
Father is introduced as speaking to the Son, and the 
Son, as speaking to the Father, and the Holy Ghost 
as delivering commands from both. These anda 
multitude of other particulars plainly prove their 
distinction one from another; which being anal- 
ogous to, and nearly resembling the distinction 
among men, or angels, or other rational creatures, 
we therefore presume to callit a fersozva/ distinction, 
and to call the three three persons.’’—Haterland’s 
Works, Vol. V, page 340. 

5. J. C. Ryle, the author of Lx/fository Thoughts 
on the Gospels, a work that possesses some merit as a 
commentary, in his exposition of the baptismal for- 
mula, says, ‘‘ This is one of those great plain texts 
which directly teach the mighty doctrine of the 
Trinity. It speaks of Father, Son, and Holy Ghost 
as three distinct persons, and speaks of all three as 
co-equal. Such as the Father is, such is the Son, 
and such is the Holy Ghost. And yet these three 


are one.’’ The distinction is here clearly affirmed. 
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6. We shall yet give the strong testimony of Bish- 
op Sherlock. As quoted by Dr. Terry, he says, 
‘«The distinction of persons can not be more truly 
and aptly represented than by the distinction be- 
tween three men; for Father, Son, and Holy Ghost 
are as really distinct persons as Peter, James and 


John.’’—Brblical Hermeneutics, page 590. 


SECTION 111. 


IVe have also tn the baptismal formula, ** baptizing 
them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, 
and of the Holy Spirit,’ a plurality of names. If 
there are a plurality of Persons and a distinction of 
Persons, in the baptismal formula, as we have seen 
there are, it would seem to follow as a necessary con- 
sequence, that there must also be a plurality of 
names, as one name would not be likely to to be ap- 
plied to the three distinct Persons; and therefore it 
might seem unnecessary for us to make the plurality 
of names a special part of our subject, and to offer 
any proof that there isa plurality of names in the 
baptismal formula. But strange as it may seem, while 
a plurality of Persons and a distinction of Persons 
are recognized in the baptismal formula, there is not 
that proper and full appreciation of the plurality of 
names in every respect that there should be in order 
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to bring out the practical doctrine and. action that 
the formula is designed to teach. This will appear 
more fully hereafter. And as there is a want of 
a full understanding of the word ‘‘name’’ as it 
stands connected with ‘‘Father’’ in the baptismal 
formula, something upon the plurality of names 
seems to be necessary in our work. Hence this di- 
vision of our subject. The materials here collected 
will hereafter be more fully applied. We shall now 
proceed to show how fully a plurality of names is 
admitted. 

1. Our first example will be that of Bishop Beve- 
ridge, an eminent scholar and theologian in the 
Episcopal Church. In referring to the baptismal 
formula he says: ‘‘In which words we observe: 
first, ‘A Trinity of Persons,’ into whose names we 
are baptized, the ‘Father, Son, and Holy Ghost.’”’ 
—Beveridge’s Works, Vol. VIII, page 336. This 
writer recognizes thrae names in the baptismal for- 
mula, and declares that it is into these names that 
we are baptized. 

2. Mr. Isaac Errett, the able editor of Zhe Chris- 
tian Standard, and an eminent minister of the Disci- 
ple Church, in referring to baptism and the form of 
administering it, says, ‘‘It is the only act with which 


are associated the names of Father, Son, and Holy 
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Spirit. The glory and the benediction of the God- 
head rest on this ordinance as on no other—for in 
the peculiar place it occupies, it brings us face to 
face with Deity in the three-fold manifestations of 
Father, Son, and Spirit, and establishes new and 
permanent relations with the Father as ovr Father, 
with the Son as ovr brother and Redeemer, with the 
Holy Spirit as our Comforter, the earnest of our in- 
heritance.’’—/irst Principles: or the Elements of the 
Gospel, page 108. The plurality of names is here 
plainly recognized. 

3. W. H. Hopson, a Disciple minister, says: ‘Is 
it not strange, passing strange, that the Protestant 
parties in the land consider the acknowledgment of 
the Trinity an essentiaZelement of an orthodox faith, 
and an essential qualification for admission into an 
orthodox Church; yet. will treat as a matter of infer- 
ior moment (speaking of it as a non-essential) a 
commandment of Jesus the Christ, which is a clear 
revelation of his will concerning our duty, and the 
only one in all the Bible commanded to be done in 
or into the zames of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit?” 
The Living Pulpit of the Christian Church, page 3OL. 

4. In the same work there is a sermon by O. A. 
Burges, also a Disciple minister, and in that sermon 


there is a division under the head, ‘‘ /mmerston into 
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the name of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit.’ And 
in referring to these he says, ‘* The ordinance, there- 
fore, must not only be immersion, but immersion 
into these three names.’’—/dzd, page 176. 

5. Hervey D. Ganse of the Protestant Reformed 
Dutch Church, New York, preached a sermon on the 
Trinity, from Matt. 28:19, “‘Go ye therefore and 
teach ali nations, baptizing them in the name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.”’ 
He says, ‘‘This text embraces three names, which 
the New Testament, especially, has made very famil- 
lar to us. Our work to-night is to inquire to whom 
these names belong. What are we to understand by 
‘the Father?’ and what by ‘the Son?’ and what by 
‘the Holy Ghost?’ ’’— South Church Lectures, page 
277. 

Mr. Ganse understands that the three names in 
the baptismal formula are to be applied to three Per- 
sons, “Father,” “Son,” and ““Tioly Ghost, wale 
following language also occurs in his introductory 
remarks. ‘‘ The first question will not detain us for 
a moment; for all the readers of the Bible will ad- 
mit that the Father is represented to be God su- 
preme and infinite.’’? According to this language, 
the author of it understood God and Father to be 


interchangeable terms and expressive of the same 
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divine Person. This will be generally if not univer- 
sally admitted. This the Scriptures teach. But 
more of this hereafter. 

6. We next give the order of baptizing in the 
Roman Catholic church. After the proper question 
is put and answered, the order is thus prescribed: 
‘“Then the godfather and godmother both holding 
or touching their godchild, the priest pours, or 
where the custom is to dip, dips three times, saying 
at the same time these words: ‘JV. [ baptize thee in 
the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holy Ghost.’ Which words are pronounced in such 
a manner that the three pourings of the water con- 
cur with the pronouncing of the three names of the 
divine Persons. For the form is to be pronounced 
but once.’’— Zhe Catholic Christian Instructed, page 
7 - 

7. In Lard’s Quarterly, a periodical of the Chris- 
tian or Disciple church, Vol. IV, No. 2, there is an 


7? 


article on ‘‘The Commission,’’ the design of the 
writer being to prove the necessisy of adhering 
strictly to the order of words containing a divine 
command. He, having referred to that part of the 
commission containing the baptismal formula as 
given by Matthew, and also to that part of the com- 


mission given by Mark, says: ‘‘Putting both of 
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these passages of Scripture together, we understand 
that the gospel is first to be preached ; second, to be 
believed ; and third, to be obeyed. We understand 
that our Lord, in naming the persons (yes, the di- 
vine persons) into whose names baptism was to be 
performed, followed the order of nature, and there- 
fore he said, first, Father; second, Son; and third, 
Moly Spirit. “Therefore we are net at libenu aie 
change this order. Nor would the apostles have 
obeyed the Saviour, if, in baptizing, they had said; 
‘I baptize you,’ or ‘ you are baptized’ into the name 
of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, and of the 
Father; nor in adopting any other order of pro- 
nouncing these names than that uttered by the Lord 
Jesus, as recorded by his apostle Matthew.’’ The 
writer of the above recognizes both a plurality of 
persons, and also of names in the baptismal formula. 
He also expresses the idea that it was into those 
names that believers were to be baptized. 

And his logical reasoning upon the necessity of 
adhering to the order of words given by Christ, in 
order to fulfil the divine command, suggested to our 
mind, when reading it, the question, does not the 
principle contended for, require ‘‘name’’ as used 
before ‘‘Father’’ confined to him and name to be 
added to “‘the Son’’ and to ‘‘ the Holy ame - 
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mentally when it is read, to complete the construct- 
ive language of the baptismal formula, as this would 
seem to be the natural order of the words in the 
phraseology, and the natural deduction of the hu- 
man mind? We believe it does and then a plurality 
of immersions or trine immersion would be required 
to strictly obey the command, as we shall hereafter 
see. 

It is well known, we presume, that the baptismal 
formula has occupied a very prominent place in the 
Trinitarian controversy that commenced at an early 
age of the church, and has continued until the pres- 
ent time. It has not, however, been exclusively 
used by one side of the controversy, though the 
Trinitarians perhaps have sought to make the most 
use of it. John H. Morrison, in his Désguisttions 
and Notes on the Gospels, when commenting on the 
words, ‘‘Go ye, and make disciples of all nations, 
baptizing them into the name of the Father, and of 
the Son, and of the Holy Ghost,’’ says, ‘‘ Sectarian 
writers generally maintain that ‘her peculiar views 
of the Trinity, whatever they may be, and they are 
many and various, are taught in this formula.’’ 
There is a good deal of truth in these remarks. But 
to confine the broad and deep meaning of the bap- 


tismal formula to the controversial aspect of it as 
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in the Trinitarian controversy, is to deprive Chris- 
tians of much spiritual nourishment, and the text 
itself of much of its usefulness. 

Dr. Meyer, the great German commentator and 
scholar, in explaining the passage containing the 
baptismal formula, in his commentary, after defend- 
ing the propriety of using name before Father, in 
the singular number, and in repeating it before Son, 
and also before Holy Ghost, making the baptismal 
formula read, ‘‘ baptizing them into the name of the 
Father, and into the name of the Son, and into the 
name of the Holy Ghost,’’ says, ‘‘ We must beware 
of making any such dogmatic use of the singular as 
to employ it as an argument either for (Basilides, 
Jerome, Theophylact) or agadzst (the Sabellians) 
the orthodox doctrine of the Trinity.’’ This popu- 
lar commentator and theologian, though himself a 
Trinitarian, did not think there was anything in the 
baptismal formula that would give either side in the 
Trinitarian controversy any special advantage over 
the other. And the explanation and use we are 
making of the baptismal formula, cannot materially 
be effected by its being looked at from either side of 
the controversy to which we have alluded. Though 
there may be some difference of judgment in regard 


to the character of the personal subjects named in 
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it, there will probably be no difference in regard to 
the wumber of personal subjects, their distinction, 
and the number of names contained in it. 

We shall have occasion to allude in our work to 
the supposed connection between trine ‘Immersion 
and the doctrine of the Trinity, but that will be 
done at a future stage of our work. In this connec- 
tion we may also remark that in quoting the various 
authorities we do, it is not with any reference to 
their views of the Trinity that we quote them. 
With those views we are not particularly concerned. 
We quote them more as scholars than as theologians— 
more to obtain an expression of their judgment upon 
the literal construction or meaning of the baptismal 
formula, than to astertain their view of its doctrinal 
teaching. The literal meaning of Scriptural terms 
and phraseology should be first ascertained before 
their spiritual or doctrinal import is settled. This 
course we are endeavoring to pursue in the investi- 
gation and elucidation of our subject. And we 
hope the propriety of our course, and of the author- 
ities we are quoting will be seen as our plan and 
work are developed. 

We have clearly showed both from the Scriptures 
and from writers of acknowledged reputation as 
scholars and theologians, that there are in the bap- 
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tismal formula a three-fold plurality of persons, a 
distinction of persons, and a plurality of names. 
And this being the case, it seems to follow as.a 
necessary consequence, that there is in the baptismal 
formula all that is necessary to give it that form or 
character that we claim it should have in its com- 
plete construction, namely, this: baptizing them 
into the name of the Father, and into the name of 
the Son, and into the name of the Holy Spirit. 
Our object, in quoting the authorities we have quot- 
ed in this chapter, is to show that when there is 
nothing to bias the mind of the candid and intelli- 
gent reader in reading the baptismal formula, it will 
be read in its natural order, and according to its 
literary meaning. And this is the way in which it 
should be read whatever application is made of it in 
proving the mode of Christian immersion, or any- 
thing else it is supposed to contain. We yet remark 
that both Arians and ‘Trinitarians have practiced 
trine immersion. See Bingham’s Antiquities of the 
Christian Church, Book XI, Chapter XI. Showing 
there is nothing in this form of immersion, that will 
‘emphasize’’ or favor the views of one of these 
bodies, more than those of the other, concerning the 
Godhead, 
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CHARTERS Vv. 


THE IMPORT OF NAME IN THE BAPTISMAL 
FORMULA. 


APTIZING them into the name of the Father, 
and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit.” 

A clear understanding of ame as it occurs in the 
baptismal formula will materially help to understand 
our subject in its further developmeyt. We shall 
therefore examine the import of zame as it stands 
connected with each one of the persons designated 
in the formula. 

In referring to the use of mame as it occurs in 
Scripture, and as it is applied to the persons in the 
Godhead, it will be seen that it means those persons 
themselves. The following are some such refer- 
ences: ‘‘O magnify the Lord with me, and let us 
exalt his name together.’’—Ps. 34:3; ‘‘Give unto 
the Lord the glory due unto his name.’’—Ps. 29: 2; 
‘‘The name of the Lord is a strong tower.’’—Pv. 
18:10; ‘‘Who is among you that feareth the Lord, 
that obeyeth the voice of his servant, that walketh 
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in darkness, and hath no light? Let him trust in 
the name of the Lord, and stay upon his God.’’— 
Isa. 50: 10. Name here stands for the Lord himself. 
‘¢ But unto the place which the Lord your God shall 
choose out of all the tribes to put his zame there, 
even unto his habitation shall ye seek, and hither 
shalt thou come.’’—Deut. 12:5. Here the place 
where He would put His name, means the place 
where He would dwell, and where His people could 
find Him, when they desired to meet Him. ‘“ Praise 
his name, for his name alone is excellent.’’—Ps. 
148:13. Name stands in all the above passages for 
the Lord hjmself, as in the last example. Praise 
the Lord for He alone is excelient; this 1s equivalent 
to ‘‘ Praise his xame, for his name alone is excel- 
lent. ”’ 

In the following passages in the New Testament, 
name refers to Christ, and is equivalent to Christ 
himself. ‘‘He came unto his own and his own re- 
ceived him not. But as many as received him, to 
them gave he power to become the sons of God, 
even to them that believe on his name.’’—John 
I:1z, 12. Hereibelieving on the name of Chinas 
plainly means believing on Christ himself. The fol- 
lowing are similar passages: ‘‘But these are written 
that ye might believe that Jesus is the Christ, the 
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Son of God; and that believing, ye might have life 
through his name.’’—John 20:31; ‘‘And in his 
name thall the Gentiles trust.’’—Matt. 12:21. Any 
number of texts similar to the above, could be 
quoted. But enough have been quoted to show that 
in the Scriptures, when the names of the divine Per- 
sons occur, those divine Persons themselves are gen- 
erally to be understood. 

The following reputable testimony will confirm 
what we have said, and further illustrate the subject: 
Mr. Bate in his Cyclopedia of Mlustrations, under the 
word zame has the following: ‘‘A name is generally 
the synonym of a thing, a place or a person; or, in 
other words, to make mention by name of a certain 
thing, or place, or person, is to call up before the 
mind all those things which we know to belong to 
each respectively. Hence when you utter the name 
of some things, that name includes the characteris- 
tics of those things so far as known by those that 
hear the name.’’ 

Dr. Fairbairn, in his Hermeneutical ALfanual and 
under the head of Zhe Characteristics of New Tes- 
tament Greek, pp. 44, 45, has the following: ‘‘In 
like manner in the use of the word hoxoma (name) 


in a great variety of expressions, such as, ‘calling 
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upon the name,’ or doing anything in the name of 
another, ‘hallowing God’s name,’ ‘believing on the 
name of Christ,’ ‘trusting in the name of the Lord,’ 
and such like—while the honxoma (name) precisely 
corresponds to the skam (name) in Hebrew, and 
name in English to both, it is still only through the 
Hebrew usage that we can get at the proper import 
of the expressions. The Hebrews were wont to re- 
gard the name of an individual, as, what it doubt- 
less originally was, the index to the nature; and 
when the primary name failed properly to do this, 
they very commonly superseded it by another, 
which yielded a more significant or fitting expression 
of the individual properties. Hence, with them the 
name was very much identified with the ferson, as on 
the other side the person was very often contem- 
plated in the light of the name. Among the Greeks 
the significance of names never assumed the same 
place that it did among the Hebrews; they were re- 
garded more as arbitrary signs, having their chief 
use in distinguishing one person or one object from 
another; and consequently the same identification 
did not prevail in the ordinary Greek usage, as in 
the Hebrew, between the name, and the personvon 


properties of the individual. In dealing with such 
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expressions, therefore, as those specified above, we 
must have recourse to the Hebrew in order to arrive 
at the proper import.’’ 

Dr. Doddridge, in his explanation of the phrase, 
believed in his name, in John 2: 23, translates it Je- 
lieved in him. And he has the following remarks 
containing his reason for so translating it: ‘It is in 
the original, deHeve in his name: a Hebraism which 
it did not seem necessary to retain. Nothing is 
more common than to put the xame of a person for 
the person himself. Compare John 1:12; 20:31; 
omy 5a D5) Acts 1:15; and Rev: 3:4.” 

We shall yet add a few testimonies from the an- 
cient Fathers to show that they understood zame in 
the baptismal formula to import what we have ex- 
plained it to mean. Tertullian, in referring to the 
faith delivered by Christ to his apostles, says, ‘‘Ac- 
cordingly, after one of these had been struck off, he 
commanded the eleven others, on his departure to 
the Father, to ‘go and teach [all] nations, who were 
to be baptized into the Father, and into the Son, 
and into the Holy Ghost.’ "—77 ertullian’s Works, 
Vol. IT, pp. 22, 27. Let it be observed that this 
writer does not use the zame of the Father, and of 
the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, as something that 
believers are to be baptized into, but he gives the 
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Irather, Son, and Spirit themselves as the proper ob- 
jects into which believers are to be baptized. And 
he repeats the same idea on page 395 of the same 
volume. 

In the apostolic constitutions we have the follow- 
ing: ‘‘If any Bishop or Presbyter do not baptize 
according to the Lord’s constitutions, into the Fath- 
cr, and the Son, and the Holy Ghost, but into three 
beings without beginning, or into three Sons, or 
into three comforters, let him be deposed.’’— Chase’ s 
Constitutions and Canons of the Church, page 252. 
According to the above Canon, the 4gth, the an- 
cients that formed this Canon, understood that the 
candidates for baptism were baptized into the Fath- 
er, and into the Son, and into the Holy Ghost, and 
not simply into their names. The same idea is pre- 
sented in the 50th Canon. 

‘‘Great, indeed, and all-powerful in gifts, and 
wonderful, is the Holy Ghost; wonderful in truth is 
that Spirit, holy and good; and fittingly were we 
baptized into FaTHER, Son, AND Hoty GuostT.’’— 
St. Cyril in Suggestive Thoughts on Religious Sub- 
sects, Art. Holy Spirit. 

While the idea seems to have been common 
among the Ancient Fathers that it is into the Father, 
and into the Son, and into the Holy Spirit that we 
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are baptized, when we are baptized according to the 
baptismal formula, it probably is the idea that all 
candid, sincere, and intelligent minds will receive 
upon reading the baptismal formula. Modern writ- 
ers have expressed themselves as the Ancient Fathers 
did. Mr. Milligan in his Great Commission, a work 
already referred to, after attempting to explain the 
word ‘‘name’’ in the baptismal formula says, ‘‘ The 
passage may, therefore, without violence, be ren- 
dered into the English idiom as follows: ‘Go ye, 
therefore, and make disciples of all the nations, im- 
mersing them into the Father, and the Son, and the 
Holy Spirit,’ the one God revealed in the Holy 
Scriptures.’’—Page 139. 

We are to understand, then, that when we are 
baptized into the name of the Father, and of the 
son, and of the Holy Spirit, we are baptized into 
the three glorious and divine Persons, that those 
three names in the baptismal formula represent. 
The correctness of this idea is further proved from 
the fact that Christians are represented as being in 
the Father, and in the Son, and in the Holy Spirit. 
That they are so represented will appear from the 
following passages in Scripture: ‘‘If that which ye 
have heard from the beginning shall remain in you, 
ye also shall continue in the Sonand in the Father.’”’ 
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—1 John 2:24. This language implies that the 
Christians to whom the apostle wrote had been 
brought into the Son, and into the Father, and he 
instructs them how to live that they might continue 
in them. That which they had heard from the be- 
ginning, namely, the living, quickening, and sancti- 
fying truth was to continue in them. To that they 
were to hold fast. By doing so they would continue 
to dwell where they were put by their baptism, 
namely in the Father and in the Son. The Holy 
Spirit was not mentioned in connection with the 
Father and Son, by John, but it was common to 
mention only a part of an experience or work where 
the whole was implied. And though John does not 
represent Christians as being in the Holy Spirit, 
when he represents them as being in the Father and 
in the Son, they are represented as being in the 
third person in the Godhead, as well as in the first 
and second. Paul thus addresses the Galatian breth- 
ren: ‘‘If we live in the Spirit, let us also walk in 
the Spirit.’""—Gal. 5:25. From this language we 
may infer the Galatian brethren professed to live in 
the Spirit. And as they made such a profession, 
and did not always live it out, the apostle kindly 
admonished them to walk in the Spirit as they pro- 
fessed to live init. It was another way of saying, 
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Let us be consistent. They might very properly 
profess to live in the Spirit, as they had been bap- 
tized intoyit. ; 

And in accordance with the view we have given 
of Christians, in regard to their relation to the Fath- 
er, and the Son, and the Holy Spirit, is the view 
which the apostle Paul presents of the church of the 
Thessalonians. In both of his letters to that church 
he represents it as being ‘‘in God the Father, and 
in the Lord Jesus Christ.”’—1 Thess. 1: 1. 

We have also reference in the following passage to 
the manner in which Christians are brought into the 
divine Beings in whom they are represented to be: 
“For as many of you as have been baptized into 
Christ have put on Christ.”’—Gal. 3:7. Here be- 
lievers are represented as being brought into Christ 
by baptism. And we may justly infer that they 
were brought into the Father, and into the Holy 
Spirit in the same way that they were brought into 
Christ or into the Son. 

Then as Christians are represented as being in the 
Father, and in the Son, and in the Holy Spirit, and 
as it appears that they were brought into them by 
baptism ; we have thus in the experience or spiritual 
state of Christians, as given by the apostles in their 
writings, a strong confirmation of the idea that the 
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names of Father, and Son, and Holy Spirit, stand 
for and represent those divine persons themselves. 

And how distinguished and how glorious is the 
state into which believers are brought upon a sincere 
and effectual acceptance of Christianity, in being 
brought into the Father, and into the Son, and into 
the Holy Spirit! It is a state of honor, of safety, 
and of the highest enjoyment. 


PRACTICAL IMPORT OF FORMULA. 63 


CHAPTER VI. 


Mie PRAeCl CAD IMPORT OF THE BAPTISMAL 
FORMULA. 


E have considered the import of zame as it 
occurs in the baptismal formula, and we 

found that, occurring as it does in the Scripiures, in 
such a manner as it occurs in the baptismal formula, 
it usually stands for the person it represents, and 
that it does so in the form of words to be used in 
administering baptism. And it seems proper that 
we should now give some attention to the import of 
the Persons themselves, who bear the impressive 
names of Father, and Son, and Holy Spirit. The 
embodying of the divine Persons that constitute the 
Godhead, in the baptismal formula, and the relation 
that those Persons stand in to believers, and the re- 
lation that believers stand in to them, give to those 
Persons an importance that can not be overestimated. 
And their practical import should be well studied. 
There is a great depth of meaning in them, and 
though that depth may not be fathomed, as one of 
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the wells of salvation, refreshing draughts of spirit- 
ual water may be drawn from it. 

Baptizing them into the name of the Father, and 
of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit. ‘ Here is wis- 
dom, let him that readeth understand.’’ And rev- 
erence and humility will become the student of the 
Bible. This phraseology presents the Godhead in a 
three-fold manifestation. In the former dispensa- 
tion when polytheism and idolatry were so common, 
and the people of God were exposed to their cor- 
rupting influence, the unity of the Godhead was 
asserted distinctly and authoritatively. ‘‘ Hear, O 
Israel; the Lord our God is one Lord.’’—Deut. 6: 4. 

But as the world under the teaching and power of 
Christianity, or such in the world as hear the teach- 
ing and yield to the claims of Christianity, are to be 
presumed capable of appreciating a higher and fuller 
development of the Godhead, as well as all kinds of 
spiritual truth, we now have the Godhead presented 
to us in a three-fold manifestation. Consequently 
the attention of all who make the good confession is 
directed to the consideration of the divine Persons, 
the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, into whom they 
are baptized. Upon the connection of believers 
with these divine Persons, and the spiritual power 
derived therefrom, depend their spiritual growth and 
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Christian character. With access to such sources, 
from which may be obtained all ‘‘that pertain to life 
and godliness,’’ believers may go on to perfection. 
As it is in Christianity that we have the Godhead 
manifested so fully and in a manner so well adapted 
to meet man’s wants, we have in that form of relig- 
ion a divine power that can renew man, and develop 
all his numerous and various powers, and restore him 
to his primeval state of holiness, glory, usefulness, 
and enjoyment. And it is the peculiar manifesta- 
tion of the Godhead in three Persons, Father, Son, 
and Holy Spirit, that gives to Christianity its dis- 
tinctive character, and its redeeming, restoring, and 
perfecting power over fallen and ruined humanity. 
Though the manifestation of all the Persons in 
the Godhead in their expressive names, Father, Son, 
and Holy Spirit, and their relations to one another, 
and to men, was not fully revealed until the intro- 
duction of the Christian dispensation, they had all 
been previously known by some names and by some 
representations. But they were known by compara- 
tively very few. Those, however, that had some 
knowledge of them, enjoyed that knowledge and 
valued it highly ; with the foretaste they had of it, 
they anxiously desired more, as we learn from the 


words of our Lord, ‘‘For, verily, I say unto you, 
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that many prophets and righteous men have desired. 
to see those things which ye see, and have not seen. 
them; and to hear those things which ye hear and. 
have not heard them.”—Matt. 13717. 

We have said that the divine Persons of whom we: 
have such a full and interesting manifestation in the 
Christian dispensation, and in the baptismal formula, 
had been previously known in some degree, and by 
some names and representations. They had all 
been known in the work of creation and in the work 
of providence as well, but especially in the work of 
creation. 

‘‘In the beginning God created the heaven and 
the earth. And the earth was without form and. 
void; and darkness was upon the face of the deep. 
And the Spirit of God moved upon the face of the 
waters.’’——Gen, 1:1, 2. Here we have God and 
His Spirit performing their respective work in crea- 
tion. ‘‘In the beginning was the Word, and the 
Word was with God, and the Word was God. The 
same was in the beginning with God. All things 
were made by him; and without him was not any- 
thing made, that was made.’’—John 1: 1-3. Here 
we have the Word which afterwards was more com- 
monly known by the name of the ‘‘Son of God,”’ 
or ‘‘Son of Man,’’ performing his part in the great 
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work of creation. And so we have the three divine 
Persons in the Godhead performing their work in 
creation. These are the same divine Persons that 
we have in the baptismal formula connected with 
redemption which work they performed as well as 
that of creation. | 

But we have them presented to us in the baptismal 
formula, and in the Gospel in a somewhat different 
manner to that in which we have them presented in 
the former dispensation. First, we have them all 
presented together, as in the manner of baptizing 
and in various cases. Secondly, we have them pre- 
sented under different names; and it is with the im- 
port of those names that we are now particularly 
concerned. 

first, we have the name, Father. The Christian 
at the very beginning of his Christian life recognizes 
God in the character of Father. In this representa- 
tion of God, the gospel abounds. It is worthy of 
remark that, very frequently, when the name of God 
occurs, it stands immediately connected with the 
name of Father. We have noticed this in a previ- 
ous part of our work, as there seemed to be a neces- 
sity of showing that the name of God and the name 
of Father, each was used to represent the first Person 


in the Godhead. We now simply refer to it again, 
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not so much to show that both of these names repre- 
sent the same divine Person—the first in the God- 
head—as to show that they are used when occurring 
together, as explanatory one of the other, as, ‘‘ For 
him hath God the Father sealed.’’—John 6: 258 
‘‘But to. us there is but one God, the Father, of 
whom are all things, and we in him.’’—1 Cor. 8: 6. 
In such cases, it seems that Father is added to God, 
to show that in the Christian dispensation, and to 
Christians, all that God is and all that he contains 
are possessed by him that bears the name of Father. 

It seems that the frail children of humanity sub- 
ject to all the infirmities, and all the fears and sor- 
rows that sin has brought upon them, need an 
objective representation, and the personal manifesta- 
tion of God, to give them confidence in him, and to 
open the way for their return to him, and for that 
knowledge of him and that familiarity with him, 
that are necessary to give to man the rest and assur- 
ance of immortality that his higher nature so 
earnestly desires. Man cannot comprehend the es- 
sence of God; he therefore wants some name that 
will express the qualities of the character of God, 
and that will so present the divine Being to him, as 
to attract him. Man wants such a representation of 
the Supreme Being who is regarded as the Great 


PRACTICAL IMPORT OF FORMULA. 69 


First Cause of all things as will commend him to his 
feeble intellect, weak conscience, and to the slum- 
bering affections of his heart. All these wants 
found expression in the language of the apostle 
Philip, when he exclaimed, ‘Lord, shew us the 
Father, and it sufficeth us.’’—John 14:8. This is 
the cry of humanity. And it was to supply this 
deep and common want of man that Christ came 
into the world. And he has done all that was nec- 
essary to be done in order that man might see the 
Father. The invisible spirit of man is observed in 
his works. And the divine Father was seen through 
the works and person of his Son. Hence the reply 
of Jesus to Philip, ‘‘He that hath seen me, hath 
seen the Father.’’—John 14:9. 

We then have God presented to us in the baptis- 
mal formula and in the gospel, not in the mysterious 
language of the ‘‘Triune God,’’ not in ‘‘his es- 
sence,’’ in the abstract; these would be views of 
Deity that might be presented if angels or even the 
adepts in the Christian faith were the disciples that 
were to be taught, or those to whom spiritual food 
was to be ministered. But as babes in Christ were 
the disciples that were to be taught and those that 
were to be fed, and that with the sincere milk of the 
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word, simple and plain language would seem to bé 
best adapted to the character of the learners. And 
as we have seen, the cry is, ‘‘show us the Father,” 
God is presented not in a name full of mystery, nor 
yet in such dazzling light as would blind the eye 
upon beholding Him, but in the endearing name, 
‘* kather’’; ‘baptizing them into the name of the 
Father.’’ It is upon the very threshold of@the 
Christian life and profession, that the disciples of 
Christ receive their baptism. And to receive that 
baptism intelligently—and this is necessary to ob- 
tain from it the greatest possible amount of good— 
it is very desirable that it be presented to the be- 
lieving heart of the childlike disciple, in the sim- 
plest form of speech. And we cannot but believe 
that the great Christian Teacher so presented it. 
Hence we think it highly improbable that ‘‘name’’ 
before Father in the baptismal formula should be 
referred to ‘‘the Triune God’’ as the person to 
whom it belongs, or to ‘‘the essence of God.’’ 
Such an idea seems to be too deep for those about 
being initiated into the Christian faith to receive. 


2? 


But apply it to ‘‘Father,’’ to whom it belongs ac- 
cording to the structure of the language, and the ac- 


knowledged principles of Biblical interpretation, and 
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the idea ot a Father with all its pleasant associations, 
will be accepted by the initiated to their great joy 
and profit. gore 

Secondly, we have the name, ‘*Son.’’ In the 
three-fold plurality of the Godhead, the Son is the 
second person. His relation to the Father is recog- 
nized. It is probable that as the first person in the 
Godhead is called Father, the second is called Son. 
In the apostolic benediction, where the first Person 
is called God, the second Person is called the Lord 
jesus Chmst. See 2 Cor. rg:r4. Our Lords 
called the ‘‘Son of God’’ and the ‘‘Son of man.”’ 
But he is also called simply “‘the Son.’’ Im the 
baptismal formula he is called simply ‘‘the Son.”’ 
And as he is called simply ‘‘the Son,’’ we are left so 
to connect him that we may read either ‘‘ the Son of 
God,’’ or ‘*the Son of man,’’ or both. We believe 
that in contemplating the divine character that is 
presented to us in the baptismal formula by the 
name of the Son, we should look at him as the Son 
of God, and as the Son of man. We shall then 
have him presented to us, both in his divine, and in 
his*human nature. This is the broad and gospel 
view that we are to take of him. In this two-fold 
nature we are to believe in him and receive him, and 


in giving ourselves up to him, we are to feel that 
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such is the Saviour to whom we consecrate ourselves. 

In applying the name ‘‘Son’’ in the baptismal for- 
mula to our Redeemer in his relation to man, and in 
his relation to God, or to both his human and divine 
nature, we must regard him as fhe Son of God, and 
the Son of man, as there are many sons of God, and 
many sons of man. While our Lord has some 
things in common with all the sons of God, he dif- 
fers so much from them all, that he may justly be 
called, ‘‘the only begotten of the Father,’’ John 
1:14, and ‘‘the only begotten Son,’’ Jolin 3:12: 
‘* Being made so much better than the angels, as he 
hath by inheritance obtained a more excellent name 
than they. For unto which of the angels said he at 
any time, thou art my son, this day have I begotten 
thee? And again, I will be to him a Father, and 
he shall be to me a Son? And again, when he 
bringeth the first-begotten into the world, he saith, 
and let all the angels of God worship him. And of 
the angels he saith, who maketh his angels spirits, 
and his ministers a flame of fire. But unto the Son 
he saith, thy throne, O God, is for ever and ever; a 
sceptre of righteousness is the sceptre of thy king- 
dom.’’—Heb. 1: 4-8. So much greater is ¢e Son 
of God than all the other sons of God. 

And while the name ‘‘ the Son of man’’ indicates 
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that our Redeemer possesses enough of all the dis- 
tinctive elements of human nature, to give hima 
claim to that name; the title ze Son of man in con- 
trast with @ son of man, shows that he possesses a 
character and qualifications which make him excel 
all other men. It is highly probable that not only 
in his mental culture and discipline, and in his 
spiritual attainments, but also in his physical devel- 
opment, he greatly excelled the sons of men. No 
doubt there might be less difference in all these be- 
tween Christ and his brethren, were greater efforts 
made on their part to rise higher in every depart- 
ment of their nature. But with all our Lord’s su- 
periority over the sons of men, he was closely relat- 
ed to our nature, for ‘‘the Word was made flesh.’’— 
John 1:14. ‘For verily he took not on him the 
nature of angels; but he took on him the seed of 
Abraham. Wherefore in all things it behooved him 
to be made like unto his brethren; that he might be 
a merciful and faithful high priest, in things pertain- 
ing to God, to make reconciliation for the sins of 
the people.’’-—Heb. 2: 16-17. 

Thirdly, The third person in the Go.thead that we 
have in the baptismal formula, ts the Holy Spirit. 
He was known by this name by some in the former 
dispensation. But the number that knew anything 
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by experience about him, was limited. And the 
power and gifts of the Spirit were likewise limited. 
But our Lord having so successfully completed the 
work He came to do, and having all power in 
heaven and on earth given unto him, upon his ascen- 
sion to heaven, sent down the Holy Spirit to his 
church, and has made it available to all that believe 
on Him and receive Him as their Lord and Master. 
Hence the Holy Spirit stands associated with the 
Father and the Son, in the baptismal formula, and 
believers are baptized into His name, as well as into 
the name of the Father and of the Son. 

Such is a brief view of a few of the ideas sug- 
gested by the divine Persons named in the baptismal 
formula. We have merely opened the caskets, and 
taken a glance at the precious gems within. There 
are three of these caskets, and they are all filled 
with precious jewels. Into the possession of these, 
believers are brought by the exercise of a living, ac- 
tive faith. 

The subject of the Godhead is looked upon by 
many as a very mysterious subject. It is mysterious 
if we attempt to understand or explain the nature of 
the union that exists between the three divine Per- 
sons of whom it consists. Their essence and other 


things pertaining to them that are not revealed in 
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the Scriptures, and which with our present capacity 
for knowledge we can not understand, and which we 
need not understand, as a knowledge of what is not 
revealed and what we can not understand, are not es- 
sential to our salvation. But if we accept the sim- 
ple facts and statements concerning the manifesta- 
tions of the Godhead as we have them presented in 
the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, not perplexing 
our minds in studying them in their metaphysical 
aspect, or in their essence; but simply regarding 
what their three names express according to the rev- 
elation and explanation that are given of them in 
the Gospel, we shall readily understand enough of 
them to make them worthy of our confidence and 
‘our love. 

When the precious names Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit are received in their simple form, and with the 
meaning and sense associated with them in the 
Scriptures, we shall not only understand them suffi- 
ciently to justify us in believing in them with a 
Christian faith, and in offering our bodies unto them 
as living sacrifices, learning from the knowledge we 
obtain of them that it is our reasonable service to 
do so, Rom. 12:1, but we shall do all this with de- 
light, ‘‘our rejoicing being this, the testimony of 


our conscience.’’—2 Cor. 1:12. There is a con- 
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sclousness of safety, as well as of moral rectitude, 
when we are baptized into the name of the Father, 
and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit. This is 
entering by the door into the sheep-fold, and we 
‘¢shall be saved and shall go in and out, and find 
pasture.’’—John 10:19. And being in the Father, 
and in the Son, and in the Holy Spirit, none ‘shall 
pluck us out’’ of their hands.—John 10:28, 29. 
‘¢Who shall separate us from the love of Christ ? 
Shall tribulation, or distress, or persecution, or fam- 
ine, or nakedness, or peril or sword? (As it is writ- 
ten, for thy sake we are killed all the day long; we 
are accounted as sheep for the slaughter.) Nay, in 
all these things we are more than conquerors, 
through Him that loved us. For I am persuaded 
that neither death, nor life, nor angels, nor princi- 
palities, nor powers, nor things present, nor things 
to come, nor height, nor depth, nor any other 
creature shall be able to separate us from the love of 
God, which is in Christ Jesus our Lord.’’—Rom. 
8: 35-39- 

By the ordinance of baptism, which is the initia- 
tory rite into the Christian faith, and when it is ad- 
ministered according to the formula given by our 
Lord, Christians are introduced into the name of 
the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit. 
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And from the character of the ordinance of baptism, 
and of the Christian profession which Christians 
make by being baptized, they become devoted to 
the divine Persons into whose names they are bap- 
tized. And therefore they are represented as having 
the names of those Persons to whom they are devot- 
ed and whose they are, written upon their foreheads. 
Hence the following language: ‘‘And I saw, and 
behold, the Lamb standing on the Mount Zion, and 
with him a hundred and forty and four thousand, 
having his name and the name of his Father written 
in their foreheads.’’—Rev. 14:1. Revised Version. 
They have not only one name, but they have a plu- 
rality of names written upon them. 

According to the foregoing passage of Scripture, 
Christians are represented as bearing with them into 
the future state, evidences of the distinction in the 
Godhead. Indeed, the distinction in the Godhead, 
which the baptismal formula shows, and which it was. 
designed to show according to its own peculiar form 
and structure, and according to the views enter- 
tained by authorities that we have already intro- 
duced, seems to have been considered a matter of 
no little importance. Each Person in the Godhead 
having his part to perform in the great work of re- 
demption, the distinction of the three Persons was 
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to be preserved and indicated in baptism. This is 
done in the formula of baptism, and in the trine im- 
mersion which is in complete harmony with the for- 
mula. 

It seems to be a principle in the Divine method of 
appointing ordinances to have them represent the 
distinction that there is in what those ordinances 
symbolically or otherwise are designed to represent. 
Hence, when our Lord appointed an ordinance to 
represent himself in his sacrificial and atoning char- 
acter, he did not only take bread, and say of it 
alone, ‘‘take, eat; this is my body,’’ and ‘‘this is 
my blood of the New Testament, which is shed for 
many for the remission of sins.’’—Matt. 26: 26-28. 
As the blood is contained in the body, he might 
might have said so. But to present plainly the dis- 
tinction between his body or his flesh and blood, 
which it appears he desired to do, he selected a plu- 
rality of symbols; bread and wine, the bread to 
represent his body, and the wine to represent his 
blood. This distinction was observed in the com- 
munion. So in the ordinance of baptism. The 
baptismal formula and the ordinance performed ac- 
cording to it, plainly show the distinction of Per- 
sons in the Godhead, which it appears was to be 


shown in the ordinance of baptism. It is not into 
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the name of the Godhead, or into the name of ‘‘the 
Triune God,’’ that believers are to be baptized, but 
into the three personal manifestations of the God- 
head, or into the Father, and into the Son, and into 
the Holy Spirit, 

The baptismal formula then plainly shows that 
there is a plurality of Persons in the Godhead, the 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, and that there is a 
distinction as well as a plurality. It also shows that 
believers are bought by baptism into each one of the 
divine Persons, and, consequently, into possession 
of what each one has already done objectively in 
the work of redemption, and by holy faith and hope 
to anticipate what each one will do subjectively, in 
making them the personal and experienced subjects 
of redemption in its progressive stages until it is 
completed in them, and they can adoringly and joy- 
fully exclaim, ‘‘Thanks be to God which giveth us 
the victory through our Lord Jesus Christ.’’ 

In the meantime, Christians being brought into 
such a relation to all the Divine Persons in the God- 
head that their baptism brings them into if they - 
experience its designed effects, have access to the 
very ‘‘fountain of life.’’ And being favored with 
such opportunities for holiness and happiness, their 


obligations are correspondingly great. They, there- 
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fore, should go forth with the Divine names upon 
iheir foreheads, and the love of God shed abroad in 
their hearts, the living witnesses to the excellency of 
that system of reforming, regenerating, and saving 
truth, that originated with the Father, that was fin- 
ished by the Son, and revealed and applied by the 
Holy Spirit through the word. 
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CHA POI’ VET, 


CHEMINIROLDUCTION OF SINGLE JAIME NSION 
tNTO LHE CHOUACH, 


HOSE immersionists who baptize by a single 
immersion may be divided into two classes. 
They may be distinguished by the different times in 
which they have lived, and by the difference in the 
form of words used by them in administering bap- 
tism. 
SECTION I. 

Stigle immersion tn ancient times. It appears that 
those who practiced single immersion in ancient 
times did not generally, if at all, use the baptismal 
formula given by Christ to his disciples. During 
the first ages of the church, when trine immersion 
was the mode of immersion practiced by Christians, 
the baptismal formula given by Christ was the form 
of administering baptism universally used, or nearly 
so. There may have been a few at a very early age 
who departed from the use of the form given by 
Christ, but there were not many who did so, as we 
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have seen in the chapter of our work, in which we 
considered the binding authority of the baptismal 
formula. 

But when some abandoned trine immersion, and 
adopted the single, they seem also to have aban- 
doned the form of words given by Christ for admin- 
istering baptism and to have adopted some other 
form. It would seem that single immersion was not 
thought to agree with the baptismal formula given 
by Christ, and hence it was not performed according 
to that formula, but another form was used. Hence 
those who are charged with having introduced single 
immersion, are also charged with having departed 
from the form given by our Lord. Theodoret, the 
author of an ecclesiastical History, and other works, 
and who lived in the early part of the fourth cen- 
tury, has the following testimony in regard to the 
change in the mode of immersion, and the. form of 
words used in administering it: ‘‘He (Eunomius) 
subverted the law of holy baptism, which had been 
handed down from the beginning from the Lord and 
the apostles, and made a contrary law, asserting that 
it is not necessary to immerse the candidate for bap- 
tism thrice, nor to mention the names of the Trin- 
ity, but to immerse once only into the death of 
Christ,’’—Chrystal’s History of the Modes of Bap- 
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ism, page 78. Socrates, in his Ecclesiastical His- 
tory, p. 296, in speaking of the Eunomians, says, 
‘¢T shall merely observe that they adulterated bap- 
tism; for, instead of baptizing in the name of the 
Trinity, they baptize into the death of Christ.” 

The 50th Apostolic Canon declares, ‘‘If any bish- 
op or presbyter do not perform three immersions of 
one initiation, but one immersion which is given 
into the death of Christ, let him be deposed; for 
the Lord did not say, ‘Baptize into my death;’ but, 
‘Go ye, and make disciples of all nations, baptizing 
them into the name of the Father, and of the Son, 
and of the Holy Ghost.’ Do ye, therefore, O bish- 
ops, immerse thrice into one Father, and Son, and 
Holy Ghost, according to the will of Christ and our 
constitution by the Spirit.”’—Constitutions and Can- 
ous of the Church, by Dr. Chase, page 252. 

Pelagius, bishop of Rome, living in the 6th cen- 
tury, says, ‘‘ There are many who say that they bap- 
tize in the name of Christ alone, and by a single 
immersion, But the gospel command, which was 
given by God himself, and our Lord and Saviour 
Jesus Christ, reminds us that we should administer 
holy baptism to every one, in the name of the Trin- 
ity and by trine immersion, for our Lord said to his 


disciples, ‘Go, baptize all nations in the name of 
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the Father, and of the Son, and’ of “the Holy 
Ghost.’ ’’—Chrystal's Modes of Baptism, page 80. 
According to the testimony of the writers above 
quoted, single immersion when first practiced was 
not done according to the baptismal formula, but in 
the name of Christ, or into his death. And as there 
was but one subject into which believers were to be 
baptized, one action or one immersion was con- 
sidered sufficient. But when baptism was performed 
according to the formula instituted by our Lord, 
‘¢into the name of the Father, and of the Son, and 
of the Holy Ghost,’’ it was done by trine imimex- 
sion. It appears, however, that the single immer- 
sion did not prevail to any great extent, as Dr. 
Cathcart, a Baptist author, says, ‘‘ Trine immersion 
was the general practice of Christians from the end 
of the second till the close of the twelfth century. 
The proof of this statement is overwhelming.’’— 
Baptism of the Ages, page 15. And Henry in his 
Christian Antiquities, page 129, bears the following 
testimony to its prevalence: ‘Strabo considers it 
(trine tmmersion) to have been the prevalent prac- 
tice of the church till the seventh century; and Vos- 
sius speaks of trine immersion, or what corresponds 
to it—the trine aspersion, being the general practice 
of the modern church.’’ And Dr, Wall has the 
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following concerning the practice of single and 
trine immersion: ‘‘The school-men among the 
papists, though they say that either way may do, yet 
speak of trine immersion, where immersion is used, 
as much the more fitting. And for the Protestants, 
Vossius says, ‘What son of the church will not will- 
ingly hold to that custom which the ancient church 
practiced all over the world, except Spain? &c. 
Besides, at present the trine immersion is used in all 
countries; so that the custom cannot be changed 
withont an affectation of novelty, and scandal given 
to the weak.’ He means all countries where immer- 
sion is used.’’—“/rstory of Lnfant Baptism, Vol. IT, 
page 424. 
SECTION II. 

Stele tmmersion in modern times. Those immer- 
sionists of the present age of the world who practice 
the single immersion, use the baptismal formula as 
given by Christ, as do those who practice trine im- 
mersion. But the single immersionists of ancient 
times baptized into the death of Christ or into the 
name of Christ as we have seen in the testimonies 
given. We may also remark that those in ancient 
times who practiced affusion, did it by a trine affu- 
sion, as is testified by Vossius in his testimony above 
given. But while those of modern times who prac- 
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ticed baptism by single immersion and those who do 
it by aspersion or affusion, use the baptismal formu- 
la, many recognize but one name in the formula into 
which believers are to be baptized. And this seems 
to be the reason why but one action is used in ad- 
ministering the ordinance by those who perform it 
by single immersi6n and a single aspersion. Those 
who practice trine immersion recognize three 
names in the formula into which believers are to be 
baptized. And upon the different views entertained 
of the baptismal formula, are founded our different 
modes of immersion. 

We shall offer some testimony to prove that many 
recognize but one name in the baptismal formula. 
Dr. Ray, a well known Baptist minister and writer, 
in his debate with J. W. Stein, says, ‘‘We repeat 
that the Bible commission demands ‘ove baptism in 
the one name of the Triune God.’’’—Stein and Ray 
Debate, page 5z. Mr. F. M. Bowman, a Baptist 
minister, and the author of a pamphlet bearing the 
imposing name, Zrine Jmmersion Weighed in the 
Balances and Found Wanting, seems to supply the 
name of Jesus as the one name, from the following 
language: ‘‘By one faith we enter the one ineffable 
name JEsus, the Lorp Jesus Curist, who by one 
death and one resurrection, procured our redemp- 
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tion, sanctification, and justification; whose com- 
plete redemption work we set forth in our one im- 
mersion for his one burial and our one emersion for 
his one resurrection.’’—Page 32 of the pamphlet 
above named. ‘‘Baptizing them in the name of the 
Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.’ The 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost; there are three dis- 
tinct persons; in the name, not names; there is one 
essence.’’—Homuletic Encyclopedia, Art. Trinity, by 
Adams. The. catechism of the council of Trent, a 
Roman Catholic work, has the following in regard 
to the baptismal formula: ‘‘The word ‘name’ is 
here referred not to the persons, but to the divine 
essence, virtue, and power, which are one and the 
same in the three persons.’’ 

In a Baptist publication we find the following un- 
der the head of Special Subjects: ‘‘The four Baptist 
principles ; their bearing and practical application. 
Sin and danger of compromising any part of Christ’s 
truth. The work and claims of our publication so- 
society. Colportage. Trine immersion wrong; 
‘name’ not names.’’—Bafpiist Advanced Quarterly, 
October-December, 1882. 

Trine immersion in the above is pronounced 
wrong because we have ‘“‘name’ and not names in 
the baptismal formula. The formula was read by 
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the writer with the common misapprehension of it. 
We have in it a piurality of names. This has been 
testified by several of the authors we have quoted. 
We have the name of the Father, and the name of 
the Son, and the name of the Holy Spirit. Hence 
we plainly have names. It seems to be implied in 
the above quotation, that if there is a plurality of 
names in the formula, trine immersion would not be 
wrong, as the wrong seems to be attributed to a 
want of plurality of names. Let the reader keep 
this in mind. 

‘‘Our Lord instituted but two ordinances—bap- 
tism and the Lord’s supper; he erected but two 
monumental pillars—one without, and the other: 
within, the church; on the first of these—that which 
fronts the world—he inscribed the great name of the 
Triune God; and, as if to render the inscription 
more impressive, he made it his last act. Baptism is 
the vestibule, or entrance, to his spiritual temple, 
the church; so that, before his disciples can cross 
the threshold, he requires them to receive the print 
of the Sacred Name; and by making that one cere- 
mony final, he reminds them that the holy signature 
is indellible.”’—Zhe Great Teacher, page 157. 

There is in the above such reference to ‘‘ the Tni- 


une God,’’ and ‘‘sacred name,’’ that we would sup- 
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pose, did we not know better, that the baptismal 
formula contained such language. But there is no 
such language in it. There is a misconception of 
our Lord’s words. We have three sacred names, 
instead of but one, the name of the Father, and the 
name of the Son, and the name of the Holy Spirit. 

Dr. Olshauson, in his remarks upon the baptismal 
formula in his Commentary on the New Testament, 
says, ‘‘The sublime object to which baptism binds, 
consists of Father, Son, and Holy Ghost.’’ He 
also gives mame in the Greek language, and also in 
the Hebrew, and says of ‘‘name’’ as it occurs in the 
formula, ‘‘it signifies the very essence of God him- 
self.’’ 

The above does not seem to be satisfactory. Are 
we not bound in baptism to three objects, to the 
Father, and Son, and the Holy Spirit? We surely 
are. And whatever ‘‘name’’ may express in some 
of its connections, it cannot express the essence of 
God as it occurs in the baptismal formula, for the 
Godhead is expressed in the three names, Father, 
Son, and Holy Spirit. 

Mr. R. Milligan, a prominent minister in the 
community of Christians called Disciples, president 
of one of their colleges, and the author of several 
works of reputation, and deservedly so, wrote a 
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book called Zhe Great Commission. As its name 
indicates, it is written on the commission of Christ 
to his apostles. ‘The subject is presented under dif- 
ferent aspects, and there is a section under the fol- 
lowing head: ‘‘ Znéo the name of the Father, and of 
the Son, and of the Holy Spirit.’’ After some re- 
marks in justification of the reading, ‘‘zz¢o the name 
of the Father,’’ etc., instead of zz the name, and 
some other preliminary remarks, he says: ‘‘In the 
Hebrew and Hellenistic dialects, the word name 
often implies more than a mere abstract designation 
of the person represented. Very frequently tt means 
the person himself, as he ts revealed to us in the Scrip- 
tures. Thus, for instance, in the Old Testament, 
‘the name of God is very often equivalent to God 
himself, as he is therein revealed to us.’’ He then 
proceeds to prove the correctness of his position in 
regard to zame as stated above, and this he does suc- 
cessfully in our judgment, we having maintained the 
same position in the earlier part of our work. After 
having proved his position as above stated in regard 
to name, in the course of his remarks that follow, 
he uses the following language: ‘‘ This then is mani- 
festly the meaning of the word ame, as it occurs in 
the Commission. It isin the singular number, and 
does not mean any particular title or literary desig- 


INTRODUCTION OF SINGLE IMMERSION. gI 


nation of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holy Spirit taken either separately or conjointly ; 
but it means simply the Father, and the Son, and 
the Holy Spirit themselves, revealed to us in the 
Holy Bible, as the one eternal and immutable £- 
heem Jehovah; the creator, preserver, and upholder 
of all things: to whom be honor and glory, for ever 
and ever. Amen. 

“The passage may, therefore, without violence, 
be rendered into the English idiom as follows: Go 
ye, therefore, and make disciples of all the nations, 
immersing them into the Father, and the Son, and 
the Holy Spirit; the one God revealed in the Holy 
Scriptures.’’— Zhe Great Commission, pp. 138, 139. 
We must dissent from some of Mr. Milligan’s views 
of the commission as they are expressed in the 
above quotation from his work named. And we 
must confess that his attempt at the explanation of 
the commission as given above, reminds us of, and 
to us seems very much like the explanations that are 
often given by the advocates of aspersion, of the 
meaning of baptism, to sustain their position that 
aspersion is the action of baptism. ‘There is in Mr. 
Milligan’s explanation a departure from the ordina1y 
construction of language, and use of words, that is 
not sanctioned by sound principles of Biblical exe- 
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gesis and explanation. What these principles are, 
we have already shown. In referring to name as it 
occurs before Father, in the commission, Mr. Milli- 
can says: ‘It is in the singular number, and does 
not mean any particular title or literary designation 
of the Father, and ofiethesSon, and of thes Hem 
Spirit, taken either separately or conjointly; but it 
means simply the Father, and the Son, and the 
Holy Spirit themseives,’’ etc. It is true it is in the 
singular number, because it belongs to but one per- 
con or object, and that person is the Father,—zz the 
name of the Father. And is not name as it occurs 
before Father, the ‘‘ particular title or lterary desig- 
nation of the Father?’’ It surely is according to 
the ordinary use of language occurring in such forms 
of construction. And it is remarkably strange that 
Mr. Milligan should declare it is not, belonging as 
he does to a body of professing Christians, that has 
strongly repudiated any theory of Biblical interpre- 
tation that does not give to Scriptural words and 
phrases explanatory of human duty, their common 
force and meaning. And while zame before Father 
is the title or literary designation of the first person 
of the three that occur in the commission, zame un- 
derstood before Son is the title and literary designa- 
tion of the second of the three Persons that are 
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named, while zame understood before Holy Spirit is 
the title or literary designation of the third of the 
three that are named. The idea of referring name 
in the singular number to three persons, is not in 
harmony with the principles of the English language 
or of the grammar of our language. 

It does seem to us that Mr. Milligan forgot when 
he made the foregoing explanation of name in the 
baptismal formula, the principles that he himself 
has laid down for the interpretation of the Scrip- 
tures. In referring to positive law, he says, ‘‘It de- 
pends for its existence and all that pertains to it, 
wholly and exclusively, on the will of the law giver. 
And hence the necessity that every positive law 
should be expressed in the most clear, definite, and 
specific terms possible: and, furthermore, that 7z¢ 
should be interpreted and obeyed according to the strici 
letier and conventional meaning of the terms used to 
express tt.’’—The Great Commission, pageS9. And 
we here give again a rule laid down by Mr. Camp- 
bell: ‘‘To understand the meaning of what is com- 
manded, promised, taught, &c., the same philologi- 
cal principles, deduced from the nature of language, 
or the same laws of interpretation which are applied 
to the language of other books, are to be applied to 
the language of the Bible.”,—Cumpdell on Baptism, 
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page 6z. Now if the above principles are kept in 
view and applied in explaining the baptismal for- 
mula, and ‘‘name’’ as it occurs in it, surely Mr. 
Milligan could not say with propriety, or correct- 
ness, that ‘‘name’’ ‘‘does not mean any particular 
title or literary designation of the Father, and of 
the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, taken either sepa- 
rately or conjointly ;-but it mcans simply the Father, 
and the Son, and the Holy Spirit themselves,’’ &c, 
It does seem very strange, that accepting such prin- 
ciples as the foregoing, Mr. Milligan would make 
the explanation he has of ‘‘name’’ in the formula. 
What would be the idea that would be likely to pre- 
sent itself to the humble and teachable mind of the 
attentive reader, with an ordinary degree of intelli- 
gence, entirely free from prejudice, when reading 
the baptismal formula, ‘‘baptizing them into the 
name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holy Spirit?’ Would it not be that ‘‘ name’’ be- 
longs to ‘‘Father?’’ It surely would. The baptis- 
mal formula to be properly understood, should be 
looked at as the word Japtize, a word occurring in it 
should be looked at to get its first and proper mean- 
ing. The word baptize should be looked at in its 
primary and literal meaning. And the baptismal 


formula should be looked at in its literary character 
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and structure to ascertain its true and proper mean- 
ing. 

Dr. Scott, the well known commentator, in his 
Essays, has one On the Personalty and Detty of the 
floly Spirit; with some thoughts on the Doctrine of 
the Sacred Trinity. In this essay he says, ‘‘ When 
our Lord was baptized, the Father by a voice from 
heaven, declared him to be his beloved Son, and 
publicly sealed his appointment to the mediatorial 
office ; of which he solemnly accepted, and on which 
he then entered; and the Holy Spirit descending 
visibly, under the emblematic representation of a 
dove lighted upon him; as through him to be com- 
municated to all his true disciples. Thus the Three 
Persons, in the sacred Trinity, evidently acted ac- 
cording to the parts sustained by them, in the great 
work of man’s salvation. But the appointed form 
of Christian baptism is far more conclusive: ‘ Baptiz- 
ing them zz¢o the name’ (not names) ‘of the Father, 
and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.’ By bap- 
tism we declare our dependence and devotedness to 
Fim in whose name we are baptized.”’ p. 799. This 
writer fully recognizes three Persons in the Godhead, 
the Father, and the Son, and the Holy Spirit, and 
yet speaks of baptizing according to the formula of 
baptism in the zame of Him to whom we are de- 
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voted. Now, we are surely devoted to the three, 
and we are baptized into the three. 

The same popular commentator has the following 
remarks upon the baptismal formula, in his Com- 
mentary: ‘‘The apostles and preachers of the gospel 
were ordered to baptize those who embraced the 
gospel, into the zame (not names) ‘of the Father, 
and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.’ (Note 
Numbers 6:24-27.) This is a most irrefragable 
proof of the doctrine of the Trinity; that is, of the 
Deity of the Son, and of the distinct personality 
and Deity of the Holy Spirit; for it would be ab- 
surd to suppose that a mere man, or creature, or a 
mere modus, or quality of God, should be joined 
with the Father in the one ‘name’ into which all 
Christians are baptized.’’ 

Dr. Scott sees but one name in the baptismal for- 
mula into which believers were to be baptized, 
though there are evidently three according to a fair 
and just interpretation of the formula, and accord- 
ing to many authors who express the idea of a plu- 
rality of names in the formula, when looking at its 
simple literary construction, and having nothing to 
bias their minds. 

Dr. Sumner, an English Bishop, and one of our 
Commentators, in his explanation of the passage 
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containing the baptismal formula, after quoting the 
passage and making some explanation of it, says, 
‘Instruct them that there is one God and Father of 
all; and that ‘he is a rewarder of them that dili- — 
gently seek him.’ Instruct them that there is one 
‘Mediator between God and man.’ He is ‘the way, 
iiestruth, and the life;’ “no man cometh tome 
Father but by him.’ Instruct them, that the Holy 
Spirit, proceeding from the Father and Son, will 
purify the hearts of all who come to God through 
Christ Jesus, and will enable them to ‘live right- 
eonsly, soberly, and godly,’ as becometh those who 
are looking for a heavenly kingdom. In the name 
of this Triune God baptize them; that they may 
be born again of water and of the Holy Ghost, 
and, being cleansed from their sins, may be renewed 
in the spirit of their minds.’’ Now this writer and 
commentator after representing the three divine 
Persons engaged in the work of our redemption, 
and after assigning to each his work, says, ‘‘In the 
name of this Triune God baptize them.’’ Where 
does he get the name of the Triune God in the form 
of Christian baptism, since there is no name occur- 
ring therein but the names of Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghost? Why did he not say into these names, 
or into the name of the Father, and of the Son, and 
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of the Holy Ghost, baptize them, as there are evi- 
dently three names in the baptismal formula. 

We next quote from Matthew Henry’s popular 
Commentary. After some explanatory remarks on 
the words of the commission containing the baptis- 
mal formula, he says, ‘‘ We are baptized not into the 
names, but into the zamc, of Father, Son, and Spir- 
it, which plainly intimates that these Three are One, 
and their name one. The distinct mentioning of 
the Zhree Persons in the Trinity, both in the Chrts- 
tian baptism here, and in the Christian blessing, 
(2 Cor, 13:13.) asit is a fall proof of the dochame 
of the Trinity, so it has done much toward the pre- 
serving of it pure and entire through all ages of the 
church; for nothing is more great and awful in 
a(n) sia 
into the name of ¢he Father, believing him to be the 
Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, (for that is princi- 
pally intended here,) by e¢ernal gencration, and our 


Father, as our Creator, Preserver, and Benefactor, 


Christian assemblies than these two. 


to whom we therefore resign ourselves as our abso- 
lute Owner and Proprictor, to act us, and dispose of 
us ; aS Our Supreme Aecfor and Governor, to rule us, 
as free agents by his law; and as our chicf Good and 
highest End. (2.) It is into the name of che Son, 
the Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God, and correlate 
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to the Father. Baptism was in a particular manner 
administered zz the name of the Lord Jesus, Acts 
S16; 19:5. In baptism we @sse77, as Peter did, 
Thou art Christ, the Son of the living God, (chap. 
16:16,) and consent, as Thomas did, AZy Lord and 
my God, John 20:28. We take Christ to be our 
Prophet, Priest, and King, and give up ourselves to 
be taught, and saved by him. (3) It is into the 
name of the Holy Ghost. Believing the Godhead 
of the Holy Spirit, and his agency in carrying on 
our redemption, we give up ourselves to his conduct 
and operation, as our Sanctifier, Teacher, Guide, 
and Comforter.’’ Here we have as express a recog- 
nition of baptizing into the three names, Father, 
Son, and Holy Spirit as we possibly could have, 
notwithstanding Mr. Henry had previously said, 
*‘We are baptized not into the xzames, but into the 
name of Father, Son, and Spirit.’’ When he came 
to make a plain and direct application of the words 
of the baptismal formula, it appears he could not do 
otherwise than recognize three names, and the fact 
that believers are baptized into them. There does 
seem to be a plain contradiction in writing and ex- 
plaining the baptismal formula in this way ; first say- 
ing it is ‘‘not into names,’’ and then declaring that 


itis ‘‘into the name of the Father,’’ and ‘into the 
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name of the Son,’’ and ‘‘into the name of the Holy 
Ghost.’’ He was either wrong when he declared it 


? 


was ‘‘not into names,’’ or when he aftewards ex- 
plained that it was into names. For he declares 
they were baptized into the name of the Father, and 
into the name of the Son, and into the name of the 
Holy Ghost. Here are three names. And into 
them all he declares they were baptized. Therefore 
they were baptized into names. And he was evi- 
dently wrong when he said, ‘‘not into names,’’ ac- 
cording to his own explanation which he afterwards 
made. Failing to apply ‘‘name’’ to Father, to 
whom it justly belongs, his explanation is confused, 
and not consistent with itself. 

Elder Adamson, of the Disciple church, is the 
author of a pamphlet entitled Zreatise on Trine Im- 
mersion. It is against trine immersion. He at- 
tempts an analysis of the baptismal formula, and in 
his analysis he has the following: ‘ ‘Father,’ ‘Son,’ 
and ‘Ghost,’ are adjective modifiers of the noun 
‘name’.’’—/. & Here Elder Adamson recognizes 
but one name. But instead of applying that 
‘‘name’’ to the ‘‘divine essence,’’ to ‘‘the Triune 
God,”’ or to ‘‘Jesus,’’ as others have done, as we 
have observed, he very improperly applies it to all 


of the three persons, Father, Son, and Holy Ghost 
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presented in the formula of baptism. We say im- 
properly, for if Father, Son, and Holy Ghost are all 
joined together by the conjunction and, as Elder 
Adamson maintains they are, name should be in 
the plural according to a principle of English gram- 
mar contained in the following rule: ‘‘ Two or more 
nouns, etc., in the singular number, joined together 
by a copulative conjunction expressed or under- 
stood, must have verbs, nouns, and pronouns agree- 
ing with them in the plural number.’’—JZurray’s 
Grammar, p. 14}. 

“¢ Of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghost. Observe it is in the name of these three 
persons as ONE Gop, not in their NAMES as though 
they were three Gods. The same phraseology is 
used, when speaking of any one being, as 1 Cor. 
fe toewere ye baptized im the name of "Paucar. 
language therefore gives the NaME of God—three 
persons in one Godhead.’’—/acodbs on the New Tes- 
fament. 

** Which was to be done in the name of the Father, 
and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghosi; by the au- 
thority of these three divine Persons, who all ap- 
peared and testified their approbation of the admin- 
istration of this ordinance, at the baptism of Christ ; 


and as they are to be invocated in it, so the persons 
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baptized not only profess faith in each divine per- 
son, but are devoted to their. service, and worship, 
and are laid under obligations to obedience to them. 
Hence as a confirmation of the doctrine of the Trin- 
ity, there are three persons, but one name, but one 
God, into which believers are baptized.’’— G7//, on 
Hat 26 = 70. 

From the examples we have given, it will be per- 
ceived that the baptismal formula is so read and ex- 
plained by a large number of writers and expositors, 
as to convey the idea that there is but one name in 
it as that into which believers are to be baptized. 
This we hold to be a wrong view of it, and our rea- 
sons for our view which differs from the view of 
those writers quoted, will be given at length here- 
after. But, however foreign to the true meaning of 
the baptismal formula the explanation of it as given 
by the writers we have quoted may be, such an ex- 
planation seems to be the ground upon which single 
immersionists justify their mode of immersion. 
That is, they justify their mode of immersion on the 
ground that there is, as they maintain, but the one 


i 


‘¢name’’ contained in the baptismal formula. And 
from the implied concessions of the single immer- 
slonists, they concede the ground that if there is a 


plurality of names in the baptismal formula, trine 
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immersion is taught in it. That we are correct in 
what we say in regard to the ground upon which 
those who practice single immersion do so, and also 
in regard to their concession in reference to trine 
immersion, will appear evident from the testimony 
we shall offer. 

Dr. Conant one of the most prominent, learned, 
and influential ministers of the Baptist church in 
America, and perhaps in the world, was one of the 
scholars who executed the Revision of the Scriptures 
by the American Bible Union. He translated the 
Gospel by Matthew, and before it was accepted by 
the final examining committee, he published it with 
critical notes. Ina note on the baptismal formula, 
he says, ‘‘ The practice was adopted at an early per- 
iod, of immersing at the utterance of each name. 
But this is clearly contrary to the terms of the com- 
mand. ‘To justify such a practice, the form should 
have been either, 27 the names of, or in the name of 
the Father, and in the name of the Son, and tn the 
name of the Hloly Spirit.’ Dr. Conant’s language 
in his note clearly implies that a plurality of names 
in the baptismal formula would make a plurality of 
actions or of immersions necessary to meet its re- 
quirements. But he does not accept the idea that 


there is a plurality of names in it. And though he 
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does not directly say so, his language plainly implies 
that he believes there is but one name in it, and he 
therefore maintains single immersion, and rejects the 
trine, and thus virtually makes the one name the 
ground of single immersion. 

We invite the reader’s careful, candid, and serious 
attention to the foregoing quotations that we have 
given concerning the meaning of the baptismal for- 
mula. The writers quoted are a part of a class of 
expositors that explain the baptismal formula as in- 
cluding but one name. Some of the writers quoted 
speak of the essence of God. If name alone ex- 
presses the essence of God, how are we to know any 
thing about his essence from that name? We know 
nothing of the essence of things in the abstract. It 
is only by the manifestations of the properties of 
things that we know anything about them. We 
know nothing about the essence of matter. We 
only know its properties. So we know nothing 
about the essence of the Godhead or of Divinity 
only as it is revealed to us through certain manifes- 
tations. And these manifestations are the Father, 
Son, and Holy Spirit. 

The Father is the manifestation of the Godhead 
in his parental care and fatherly love for all na- 
tions. ‘‘ Have we not all one Father? Hath not 
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one God created us?’’—Mal. 2:10. To these ques- 
tions we must give an affirmative answer. Our Lord 
taught the love and kindness of our heavenly Father 
when he said, ‘‘ He maketh his sun to rise on the 
evil and on the good, he sendeth rain on the just 
and on the unjust.’’—Matt. 5:45. In the parable 
of the lost son, we have the fatherly character of 
the Godhead most beautifully and impressively por- 
trayed. 

The Son is the manifestation of the Godhead as a 
merciful Redeemer of his guilty race and a lost 
world. He left the ninety and nine and went into 
the mountains to seek that which had gone astray. 
‘Behold how he loved him!’’—John 11: 36. 

The Holy Spirit is the manifestation of the God- 
head in his all pervading presence to enlighten, and 
to comfort. He is called the Comforter. And how 
full of meaning, and of practical and plain meaning 
is this term. He is also called an Advocate, and 
this is another very expressive term used to describe 
him. But all these manifestations of the Godhead, 
that we have called by such expressive and suggest- 
ive names as are contained in the baptismal formula, 
the names, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, present to 


us the Godhead and Divinity in a manner that is 
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adapted to our wants, and that we can understand in 
a considerable degree. 
Again; ‘‘Into the name of this Triune God bap- 


? 


tize them,’’ says Bishop Summer. 50 says Droikay. 

And it is not uncommon for writers when refer- 
ring to the baptismal formula, and to ‘‘name’’ as 
it occurs before ‘‘Father,’’ to apply it to God, 
meaning by God the entire Godhead. But of 
such a disposition or application of ‘‘name’’ we 
cannot accept for the following reasons; 1. The 
title or name of God is applied to the first person in 
the Godhead, in the Scriptures, and either God or 
Father may be used, as in the following passages: 
‘*But to us there is but one God, the Father, of 
whom are all things, and we in him; and one Lord 
Jesus Christ, by whom are all things and we by 
him.’’—1 Cor. 8:8. ‘‘Grace be to you; and peace 
from God the Father, and from our Lord Jesus 
Chaist, who gave himself for our sins, that he might 
deliver us from this prescnt evil world, according to 
themeall of God, and our Father.”’—Galeex -27 
‘“There is one body and one Spirit, even as ye are 
called in one hope of your calling; one Lord, one 
faith, one baptism, one God and Father of all, who 
is above all, and through all and in you all.’’—Eph. 
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4:4-6. Here the three persons in the Godhead are 
all referred to, and the names God and Father are 
both applied to the first. ‘‘Paul and Silvanus, and 
Timotheus, unto the church of the Thessalonians, 
which is in God the Father, and in the Lord Jesus 
Christ ; grace be unto you, and peace, from God our 
Father, and the Lord Jesus Christ.’’—2 Thess. 1: 1-2. 
Here we have the church in both God and the Fath- 
er, as well as in Christ. The same person is evi- 
dently referred to by God and WPather. 29) Wie 
apostolic benediction, ‘‘The grace of the Lord 
Jesus Christ, and the love of God, and the commun- 
ion of the Holy Ghost, be with you all,’’—2 Cor. 
Moet4, contains the three persons of the Gadhiead: 
and it is often put along with the baptismal formula, 
as teaching with that the doctrine of the Trinity. 
But in the apostolic benediction, God occupies the 
place that Father does in the baptismal formula. 
And may we not, and should we not, understand 
that Father expresses as much in the baptismal for- 
mula, as God expresses in the apostolic benediction ? 
We certainly should. Then if the baptismal for- 
mula would read, ‘‘baptizing them into the name of 
God, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit,’’ 
would a candid and intelligent reader think of refer- 


ring ‘‘name’’ as it occurs in the formula to any of 
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the persons mentioned but to God? He mrculdinot: 
Indeed he could not with any propriety or consis- 
tency do so. Let the principles of interpretation 
that we have given be refcrred to, and then the testi- 
monies that we have given from a number of au- 
thors of different churches, proving that there is 
a plurality of names contained in the baptismal 
formula, and ‘‘name’’ coming before, and belonging 
to Father, can with no propriety or justice be ap- 
phed to any other person but to the Father. 

To apply ‘“name’’ before ‘‘ Father” to the sale 


r] 


une God,’’ or to the ‘‘essence of God,’’ is to ob- 
scure the meaning of the baptismal formula, and to 
mystify it. Surely the simplest meaning that can be 
put upon the words of the formula should be accept- 
ed as the true meaning, for the ordinance of bap- 
tism is designed for the young convert, that needs 
‘¢milk’? and not ‘‘strong meat’’ for his spiritual 
food. But to talk about ‘‘the Triune God,’’ and 
‘*the essence of God,’’ to the young convert would 
not be likely to be very satisfactory. But Father, 
and Son, and Holy Spirit, are terms that are pre- 
sented to us in the Gospel so frequently and in such 
a way, that with a httle help, the young disciple can 
readily comprehend enough of them to cause him to 


believe in them, and to put his trust in them. 
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The mystified and irregular explanation of the 
baptismal formula in which ‘‘name’’ before ‘‘ Fath- 
er’’ instead of being applied to him, to whom it so 
evidently belongs, is applied to ‘‘the Triune God,”’ 
or ‘‘the essence of God,’’ is, we believe, owing to 
the fact that the baptismal formula has been so com- 
monly associated with the Trinitarian controversy. 
And as the doctrine of the Trinity is acknowledged 
to be more or less mysterious by all, associating 
that doctrine with the formula of Christian baptism, 
the mysterious and uncommon explanations above 
alluded to have been made of it, and an idea con- 
ceived of its meaning which a plain and literal 
explanation of the language used, does not by any 
means convey. 

When the baptismal formula is read and explained 
altogether independent of the Trinitarian contro- 
versy, and the mind is free from any prejudice 
arising from that controversy or anything else, it 
will be explained as other similarly constructed sen- 
tences are explained, and instead of ‘‘name’’ being 
applied to something else than the Father, it will be 
applied to him, and name understood will be ap- 
plied to each of the other persons, to the Son, and 
to the Holy Spirit. And the baptismal formula will 
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then read as we shall hereafter see, ‘‘ baptizing them 
into the name of the Father, and into the name of 
the Son, and into the name of the Holy Spirit.’’ 

The doctrine of the Trinity under none of its 
controversial aspects, should influence the mind or 
views of any in reading or explaining the baptismal 
formula. It should be explained by the commonly 
recognized principles of biblical interpretation, 
without any reference to any denominational view of 
tie drimity 

Then from what we have said, and from what the 
authors that we have quoted have said, and espe- 
cially Dr. Conant in his note which we have quoted, 
it would appear that single immersion as practiced 
by its advocates in modern times is founded upon 
that construction and interpretation of the baptismal 
formula which recognizes but one name in it, or 
which applies the word ‘‘name’’ occurring before 
‘‘Father,’’ to the Father, and Son, and Holy Spirit, 
or to the ‘‘Triune God,’’ or to something else not 
directly contained in it. Whereas ‘‘name’’ occur- 
ring before Father, should be applied to Father 
only, while name understood should be applied to. 
the Son and to the Holy Spirit. Hence single im- 


mersion is founded upon what we cannot but regard 
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as a misapprehension of the baptismal formula. For 
there are evidently three names in it, and not one 
only. 

In referring to our fourth chapter, the reader will 
find that we have clearly showed that there are in 
the baptismal formula, a plurality of persons, and a 
plurality of names. We have given Bishop Beve- 
ridge’s decided testimony. In speaking of the form 
of words to be used in administering baptism, he 
says, ‘‘In which words we observe: /irs¢, A trinity 
of Persons, into whose names we are to be baptized, 
the ‘Father, Son, and Holy Ghost.’’’ Mr. Errett 
says, ‘‘It is the only act with which are associated 
the names of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.’’ Mr. 
W. H. Hopson, in referring to the command of 
Christ to baptizejsays, ‘‘The only one in all/the 
Bible commanded to be done in or into the names 
of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.’’ The language 
of Mr. Burgess when alluding to the baptismal for- 
mula is, ‘‘ The ordinance, therefore, must not only 
be immersion, but immersion into these three 
names.’’ 

We have given a few examples of writers who, 
when writing upon the baptismal formula, which 
reads, ‘‘ baptizing them into the name of the Father, 
and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit,’’ take the 
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position, that as name is in the singular, it is only 
into one name that believers are baptized. And 
‘¢name’’ is applied by such writers as we have re- 
ferred!to, to the ‘‘ Trime Gods’ to °thetescemm ren 
God,’’ and even to all the persons, named, to the 
Father, and Son, and Holy Ghost. On the con- 
trary, we maintain that ‘‘name’’ belongs to Father, 
end to Father only, according to the principles of 
our language. This will be shown in our next 
chapter. Although the present chapter contains a 
repetition of some things previously stated, we think 
if best to repeat them as we “have done, to hawe 
them appear in connection with what we desire to 
introduce yet in connection with the subject of this 
chapter. 

While, as we have stated above, the position is 
taken that believers when baptized according to the 
baptismal formula, are baptized into but one name, 
this position is in plain conflict with other positions 
that are taken when a practical explanation of the 
baptismal formula is made. We have seen in our 
quotation from Henry’s Commentary, that there is a 
conflict between the different parts of his explana- 
tion of the baptismal formula. He first takes the 
position that believers are baptized into ‘‘name.”’ 


He then, in explaining the important relation that 


INTRODUCTION OF SINGLE IMMERSION. Il3 


the persons baptized stand in to the Father, Son, 
and Holy Spirit, affirms that they are baptized into 
the three names—into the name of the Father, and 
into the name of the Son, and into the name of the 
Holy Ghost. Now, while the position is taken by 
some that it is ‘‘name’’ in the singular number into 
Witch believers are baptized, yet it is a fact, that 
when the baptismal formula is looked at under some 
aspects and explained, a baptism into a plurality of 
names—into the name of the Father, and into the 
name of the Son, and into the name of the Holy 
Spirit is fully recognized. 

1. We present a passage from the works of Prof. 
@irtis, 2 Baptist writer. Im a work calledia77™ 
Progress of Baptist Principles, in Book 11, Chapter 
71, and Section 7/7,, under the head of Zhe Zeachhic 
and Profession of Christian Baptism Important, we 
have the following: ‘‘The commission inserts the 
creed of the Church, the rock upon which it was 
founded. And short as the words are, there is 
couched under these three mysterious names, as 
here used, all that is essential in Christianity; so 
that every one who rightly and in his heart receives 
and embraces them, has therein all the elements of 
the Christian religion, and is fit for church member- 


ship; while no one not thus receiving them is wor- 
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thy. Mere assent to the words is nothing one way 
or the other, but the vital assent of the heart is the 
essence of Christianity. 

‘‘What is it, for instance to be baptized into the 
name of the Father! and why is this made the first 
requisite of the heavenly system? Because as the 
realization of the Fatherly character of God is the 
greatest requisite of all true piety; so the avowal of 
this realization by that living faith which gives alone 
vitality to all the teachings of natural religion, is 
made the first part of the Christian profession. 
When a man can lay his hand upon his heart and 
say, ‘Now I believe—now I feel that God is my 
Father, and that I am His child—from Him I have 
derived a new and holy life—He has breathed into 
me the filial spirit—I commune with Him through 
prayer as my great Father in heaven—I love and 
look up to Him, depending on Him in all things, 
and being governed by His will and pleasure su- 
premely; and I know that He loves and watches 
over me—that His providence is disciplining me, 
and His hand guiding all my affairs—that man has 
rightly learned this first article of the Christian 
creed; this portion of the great mystery of the God- 
head. He believes in the doctrine of the Father.”’ 

Dr. Curtis, after explaining what it is to be bap- 


INTRODUCTION OF SINGLE IMMERSION. I1l5 


’ as we have 


tized ‘‘into the name of the Father,’ 
seen he does, he then proceeds to explain the rela- 
tion the believer stands in to Christ when he prop- 
erly accepts him as his Saviour. And though he 
does not say directly that the believer is baptized 


2? 


‘Cinto the name of the Son,’’ that was evidently in 
his mind when he wrote as he did upon the relation 
of the believer to the Son of God, when that rela- 
tion was all that it should be. He explains at 
length what it is to receive and enjoy Christ, as the 
believer is brought into connection with him in 
baptism. The theme of the section from which we 
are quoting is the importance of baptism when 
properly performed. And he shows that baptism 
brings the believer into such a relation to all the 
persons in the Godhead, the Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit, as secures to him the help and blessing of all. 

After plainly representing the believer as being 


? 


baptized ‘‘into the name of the Father,’’ and show- 
ing the fruits of such a baptism, and after plainly 
indicating that he is also baptized into the name of 
the Son, he comes to notice the name of the Holy 
Spirit, the third person in the Godhead, and the 
believer’s relation to him, and says: 

‘What is it, then, that a man professes to believe ' 


in being baptized in the name of the Holy Gho’ ~ 
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Certainly not less than that a Divine Spiritual Power 
operates consciously and directly upon his soul ; and 
while he recognizes as distinct from all other impres- 
sions produced by the Father and the Son; a power 
which enlightens and elevates him, makes dark 
things light and difficult duties easy, instructs and 
keeps him in the way of holiness, gives him energy 
in feebleness, and comfort in sorrow; causes him to 
know what he could not know without, to love what 
he hated, and to hate what he loved: a power which 
thus changes his nature, restoring the soul, in its 
ultimate and perfect way, to its original image of 
God.” 

In Zhe Christian Review of October, 1858, a 
Baptist periodical, there is an article written by Dr. 
Irah Chase, having the following title: Basel the 
Great, an tmportant witness respecting Baptism tn 
the Fourth Century. Dr. Chase wrote the article to 
show that Basil’s writings indicate that he recog- 
nized no infant baptism in the Church in his time. 

On page 586 of the Reziew, occurs the following 
language as a quotation from Basil, by Dr. Chase: 
«That the baptism in fire convinces of all badness, 
but receives what is right according to Christ, and 
introduces hatred of badness and love of virtue ; 


t through faith, we have been purified by the 
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blood of Christ from all sin ;-that, baptized in water, 
into the death of the Lord, we have, as it were, 
deposited a written profession of having become 
dead to sin and to the world, and of being alive to 
righteousness; that thus, baptized into the name of 
the Holy Spirit, we have been generated anew; and 
having been so generated, and in the name of the 
Son baptized, we have put on Christ; and having 
put on the new man created according to God, we 
have been baptized in the name of the Father, and 
have been proclaimed children of God.’’ 

It is plain from the testimony of Basil, that he 
recognized three names in the baptismal formula, 
and not one only, and that into the three names, 
the name of the Father, and the name of the Son, 
and the name of the Holy Ghost, believers are bap- 
tized. Basil advocated and practiced trine immer- 
sion. But we have not referred to him as an advo- 
cate of trine immersion, but to show how he under- 
stood the language of the baptismal formula. He 
was a Greek, and a learned man. Dr. Chase in 
some remarks introductory to his article, speaks 
thus of Basil: ‘‘As a man of eloquence, and of 
rare intellectual endowments, as well as of uncom- 
mon piety, wisdom, laboriousness and self-denial, he 


acquired great celebrity in the stormy times in 
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which he lived; and since his death, ie vhacsiecu 
honored by the Greek church, as one of her most 
illustrious saints.’’ 

When the baptismal formula is read without any 
doctrinal point in view to be sustained, or without 
any bias of mind to conceal the simplicity and com- 
mon meaning of the language used, and the phrase- 
ology, ‘‘ baptizing them into the name of the Fath- 
er, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spimnt,’’ care- 
fully considered, there being three persons—three 
distinct persons, and these having three names, the 
idea received will be that ‘‘name’’ before Father be- 
longs to Father only, and there being two other per- 
sons, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, name will come 
before each of them as it comes before Father, and 
then there will plainly be three names, the name of 
the Father, and the name of the Son, and the name 
Oibesklolye soit. 

In closing our chapter upon the introduction of 
single immersion into the church, and the ground 
upon which it is practiced by single immersionists of 
modern times, we make the reference we do to the 
contents of the fourth chapter of our work. We 
have there given the quotations more at length and 
have given the places in the works of the authors 
quoted where our quotations may be found. We 
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want the reader to understand and remember that a 
plurality of persons and of names is recognized in 
the baptismal formula. And such a plurality of per- 
sons and names being recognized, the position that 
there is but one name in the baptismal formula, and 
that believers are baptized into but one name when 
they are baptized according to the formula, is surely 
a position that is not sustained by the authority of 
Christian authors when explaining the formula ac- 
cording to the plain principles of philology. 

All immersionists contend for the necessity of in- 
terpreting and understanding the word baptize or 
baptidzo, the word used to express the ordinance of 
Christian baptism, in its primary and literal sense or 
meaning, if we would do justise to the subject in 
seeking the proper action of baptism. From what- 
ever other sources we draw our arguments for immer- 
sion as the proper action of baptism, we regard the 
primary meaning of the word as it occurs in the 
Greek language, and as it is defined by Greek lexi- 
cographers, as affording the strongest argument for 
immersion. 

The difference between single and trine immer- 
slonists in regard to the mode of immersion, is 
owing to the different views they hold in regard to 


the literal meaning of the phraseology of the bap- 
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tismal formula, as the different views of Baptists and 
Pedo-baptists are owing to their different views of 
the literal meaning of the word baptize or daptidso. 

Single immersionists depart from the literal mean- 
ing of the baptismal formula, and put another mean- 
ing upon it than that which its literary and philolog- 
ical structure teaches, to sustain their mode of 1mmer- 
sion. And by so doing they depart from the principle 
which they apply to the word éaféédso, in maintain- 
ing the action of baptism to be immersion. In 
maintaining immersion they justly contend for the 
llteral meaning of baptize or dapzidso. But the trine 
immersionists adhere to the literal meaning of the 
phraseology of the baptismal formula which expresses 
the mode of immersion, as all Baptists do in regard 
to the meaning of the word baptize, that expresses the 
action of baptism. In other words, they who practice 
trine immersion, are more Baptistic, if we may use the 
expression, than those who practice single immersion, 
as they carry out more fully the great Baptist prin- 
ciple of adhering to the literal and primary meaning 
of the language of Scripture, when interpreting the 
divine laws of the kingdom of heaven. ‘Trine im- 
mersionists adhere to the literal meaning of the bap- 
tismal formula as well as to the literal meaning of 


baptize. 
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UE LLLIPTICAIM AND THE LOLL LO Kama? 
THE BAPTISMAL LORD L A. 
SECTION lt 
a explanation of the ellipsis. ‘* Baptizing them 
into the name of the Father, and of the Son, 
and of the Holy Spirit.” 

There occurs in this form of the baptismal for- 
mula the figure of syntax called ‘ Ellipsis.”? ‘That 
is, there is an omission of certain words—the omis- 
sion of ‘¢in the name’’ before ‘‘ the Son,’’ and also 
before the ‘‘ Holy Spirit.”” And when these omis- 
sions are supplied, the baptismal formula will read, 
Baptising them into the name of the Father, and into 
the name of the Son, and into the name of the Foly 
Spirit. 

There is another theory of language, which would 
make the baptismal formula still more elliptical than 
we have made it. It is expressed by Prof. Latham, 
thus: ‘Whenever there is a conjunction, there are 


two subjects, two copulas, and two predicates: 1. e., 
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two propositions in all their parts.’’—Handbook of 
the English Language, page 357. According to this 
theory the baptismal formula would read, Baftising 
them into the name of the Father, amd baptizing them 
into the name of the Son, and baptizing them tnto the 
name of the Holy Spirit. But as the supplying of 
wame before “‘the Son,’ and before “thesia 
Spirit,’’ is sufficient to give it a form that requires 
trine immersion to fulfill its requirements, we shall 
only maintain its elliptical character in regard to the 
omission of name before ‘‘the Son,’’ and before the 
‘Holy Spirit,’’? making it read when the ellipses are 
supplied, as already said, Baptizing them into the 
name of the Father, and into the name of the Son, 
and into the name of the Floly Spirit. That the 
elliptical character of the baptismal formula, and 
the propriety of supplying the ellipses as we shall 
do, may be understood and appreciated, we shall give 
an explanation of the ellipsis, and its use. 

The ellipsis in grammar is thus explained by Web- 
ster: ‘‘Omission; a figure of syntax by which one 
or more words are omitted; as, the heroic virtues I 
admire, for, the heroic virtues which I admire.’’ 

“‘ Ellipsis is the omission of a word, phrase, or 
clause, which is necessary to complete the construc- 
tion. It should be understood that the words omit- 
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ted by this figure as truly belong to-the sentence, 
grammatically considered, as those which are ex- 
pressed. They are omitted for rhetorical effect, 
that is, to render the sentence more agreeable and 
forcible.’’— Greene's Elements of English Grammar, 
page 198. 

‘¢ An ellipsis is the omission of some word or words 
in construction. Such words are said to be under- 
stood. They are as much a part of the sentence, as 
if they were expressed. A full construction requires 
them: the meaning should be evident without 
them.’’—Covell’s Grammar, page 180. 

The reader will notice that both Greene and 
Covell declare that words omitted by the ellipsis are 
to be considered part of the sentence. 

This figure of syntax occurs in all kinds of writ- 
it lia frequently o¢eurs in the Scriptuncs gar 
Terry in his Biblical Hermeneutics, page Tor, 
speaking of the Hebrew language as we have it in 
the Scriptures, says, ‘‘There are, again, many pas- 
sages where a notable ellipsis enhances the impres- 
sion.”’ 

In the introduction to Zhe Life and Epistles of 
St. Paul by Conybear and Howson, page 20, the fol- 
lowing statement is made in regard to the elliptical 


character of Paul’s writings: ‘St. Paul’s style 1s 


N 
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extremely elliptical, and the gaps must be filled up.’’ 

Mr. R. Milligan in his work entitled, Reason and 
Revelation, page 315, giving rules for Ascertarning 
the Meaning of Sentences, has among the rules given, 
the following : 

Be careful to ascertain tts right construction. This 
requires attention, 

re Lo its ellipsis. 

2, lo tts subject and predicate, with all thems 
mary and secondary adjuncts. 

3. To its punctuation.”’ 

SECTION II. 

The Use of the Ellipsis. We notice from the 
foregoing remarks relating to the occurrence of the 
ellipsis in the Scriptures, that it does not occur in 
common writing or composition alone, but that it 
also occurs in the literary composition of the sacred 
writings. 

Greene says in his remarks on the ellipsis that we 
have already quoted, in alluding to words omitted 
by this figure, ‘‘They are omitted for rhetorical ef- 
fect, that is, to render the sentence more agreeable 
and forcible.’” Hence Hart has the following ob- 
servations in his Composition and Rhetoric: ‘* A sen- 
tence is made stronger by leaving out redundant 
words. It may be taken for granted that whatever 
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does not add to the meaning enfeebles it. Every 
redundant word isso much dead weight.’’—page 31. 
In Blair’s Rhetoric, page 1237, we have the follow- 
ing: ‘The first rule which I give for promoting the 
strength of a sentence, is, to divest it of all redun- 
dant words. ‘These may, sometimes, be consistent 
with a considerable degree both of clearness and 
unity; but they are always enfeebling. They make 
the sentence move along tardy and encumbered. It 
is a general maxim that any words which do not add 
some importance to the meaning of a sentence, al- 
ways spoil it. They cannot be superfluous without 
being hurtful. All that can be easily supplied in 
tielmind, is: better left ont in the expression.” 

‘<The vigorous conciseness and compression of a 
writer’s manner should always be retained, even at 
the risk of requiring more attention and thought on 
the part of the reader. Diluted paraphrase does 
great injustice to any writer who thinks and ex- 
presses himself with brevity and point. One would 
rather not be understood than be diluted to what is 
not worth understanding.’’—Dr. Conant’s Introduc- 
tion to his Translation of Alatthew, page 7. 

SECTION III. 
The standard of correct speaking and writing ts 


the piactice of literary men, 
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We shall now proceed to show that the baptismal 
formula is elliptical, and that the ellipses should be 
supplied in a full grammatical construction of it, 
and that when they are supplied, it will read ‘‘ daf- 
tiziug them into the name of the Father, and into the 
name of the Son, and into the name of the Lfoly 
Spirit.’’ There are two ways by which the elliptical 
character of the baptismal formula may be proved. 
First, we may analyze or parse it, according to the 
rules of English grammar, and prove by so doing 
that a full construction of it, according to the rec- 
ognized principles of our language, requires name 
before ‘‘the Son,’’ and before ‘‘the Holy Spirit,”’ 
as well as before ‘‘the Father.’’ Secondly, we may 
go back of the grammar of our language to that 
upon which it is founded, namely, the usage of our 
best speakers and writers in their conversation and 
writing. And as some of our readers may not be 
sufficiently acquainted with English grammar, to un- 
derstand and appreciate grammatical analysis in its 
more intricate rules, and as others may have no taste 
for grammatical criticism, we shall pursue the second 
method above named, and go to the usages of men 
of literary reputation to prove the elliptical charac- 
ter of the baptismal formula. ‘This method all can 
understand, 
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That the propriety and correctness of the course 
we design pursuing may be apparent to our readers, 
we shall make some explanation in regard to the 
foundation and origin of grammatical rules. It 
may not be known to all our readers that the princi- 
ples and rules of the grammar of our language are 
derived from the usages of leading literary men. 
But such is the case. Dr. Carson says, ‘‘ Use is the 
sole arbiter of language; and whatever is agreeable 
to this authority, stands justified beyond impeach- 
ment.’’—Carson on Baptism, page 46. 

Dr. Hart in his JZanual of Composition and Rhet- 
ortc, a work of authority in our schools and colleges, 
has a long quotation from Campbell’s Essay on Use 
as the Law of Language. Dr. Campbell says: 
‘‘Only let us rest on these fixed principles, that usE 
or the custom of speaking, is the sole original stand- 
ard of conversation as far as regards the expression, 
and the custom of writing is the sole standard of 
style; that the latter comprehends the former, and 
something more; that to the tribunal of wse as the 
supreme authority, and, consequently, in every 
grammatical or verbal controversy, the last resort, 
we are entitled to appeal from the laws and the de- 


cisions of grammarians ; and that this order of sub- 
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ordination ought never on any account to be re- 
Merced. 

Dr. Hart has also the following on page 76 of the 
work to which we have already alluded: 

The Dictum of Horace.—The dictum of Hor- 
ace to this effect has received, I believe, the general 
assent of the critics, and it may now be considered 
as a part of the undisputed creed of the learned, 
namely, that wse zs the law of language, whether for 
single words, grammatical forms, or grammatical 
construction.”’ 

Dr. Jamieson says, ‘‘ Use or ¢he custom of speaking 
is, then, the sole original standard of conversation, 
as far as respects the expression ; and the custom of 
writing is the chicf standard of style. In every 
crammatical controversy, we are, consequently, asa 
last resort, entitled to appeal from the laws and de- 
cisions of the grammarians to THE TRIBUNAL of use, 
as the supreme authority. The conduct of our 
ablest grammarians proves that this order of subor- 
dination ought never on any account to be re- 
versed.’’—Jamicson’s Rhetoric, p. 51. After dwell- 
ing still further upon use as the standard of lan- 
guage, he deduces from what he had said, several 


principles, among which are the following: 
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I. That wse is the sole mistress of language. 

II. That her essential attributes are reputable, na- 
tional, and present. 

III. That grammar and criticism are but her min- 
isters; and though like other ministers, they would 
sometimes impose upon the people, the dictates of 
their own humor as the commands of their sover- 
eign, they are not so often successful in such at- 
tempts, as to encourage the frequent repetition of 
them.’’—/bid, page 55. 

In accordance with the principles above expressed 
in regard to reputable use constituting the standard 
of style in speaking and writing, many writers think 
that the best “way to obtain a correct practical 
knowledge of language, is to closely observe, and 
imitate the example of our literary men of acknowl- 
edged reputation. James Freeman Clarke, a popu- 
lar lecturer and writer, in his work on Se/f Culture, 
page 84, says ‘‘Locke in his treatise on education, 
advises that, in teaching Latin, no grammar be used 
at all, but to have a teacher able to teach Latin by 
conversation, without the perplexity of rules, just as 
a child learns his own language.’’ Mr. Clarke in 
the same work, page 85, has also the following from 
Locke: ‘‘I would fain have one name to me that 
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tongue that any one can learn or speak as he should 
do, by the rules of grammar. Languages were 
made not by rules of art, but by accident, and the 
common use of the people. And he that speaks 
them well has no other rule but that.”’ Mr. Clarke 
expresses his own sentiments as follows, on page 86, 
of his work above named: ‘‘ We do not learn to 
write and speak correctly by committing to memory 
unintelligible definitions and rules, but by reading 
well-written books and conversing with educated 
speakers.’’ The following appeared some time ago 
in the Buffalo Express: ‘Cincinnati has made a 
new departure and a real reform in educational 
methods by throwing out the study of grammar 
from the curriculum, substituting therefor elemen- 
tary lessons from the English and American writers 
most noted for their simplicity and purity of style. 
The children will probably learn less and understand 
more under the new system. ‘There is absolutely 
but one rule in Fnglish composition and that is 
good use—the usage of the best writers. That is 
what the fortunate Cincinnati children are now to be 
taught.”’ 

Now as the language used by our speakers and 
writers of reputation is the basis of the rules of En- 
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glish grammar, and as their language becomes the 
standard of correct speaking and writing, we shall 
introduce examples of writers of reputation to prove 
that the baptismal formula is elliptical. 

SECTION IV. 

Testimony to the elliptical character of the baptismal 
formula. Our first authority will be Butler, the au- 
thor of the Avalogy. In his chapter on Zhe Lmpor- 
tance of Christianity, we have the following: ‘‘Chris- 
tianity is to be considered in a further view, as con- 
taining an account of a dispensation of things not 
at all discoverable by reason, in consequence of 
which several distinct precepts are enjoined upon us. 
Christianity is not only an external institution of 
natural religion, and a new promulgation of God’s 
Providence, carrying on by his Son and Spirit, for 
the recovery and salvation of mankind, who are 
represented in Scripture to be in a state of ruin. 
And in consequence of this revelation being made, 
we are commanded #0 be baptized, not only zz the 
name of the Father, but also, of the Sou, and of the 
ffoly Ghost: and other obligations of duty, un- 
known before, to the Son and Holy Ghost, are re- 
vealed. Now the importance of these duties may 
be judged of, by observing that they arise, not from 


positive command merely, but also from the offices 
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which appear from Scripture, to belong to those di- 
vine persons in the Gospel dispensation; or from 
the relations which we are there informed, they 
stand in to us. By reason is revealed the relation 
which God the Father stands in to us. Hence arises 
the obligation of duty which we are under to him. 
In Scripture are revealed the relations which the Son 
and Holy Spirit stand in to us. Hence arise the 
obligations of duty, which we are under to them. 
The truth of the case as one may speak, in each of 
these three respects being admitted: that God is the 
governor of the world upon the evidence of reason ; 
that Christ is the Mediator between God and man, 
and the Holy Ghost our guide and sanctifier, upon 
the evidence of revelation: the truth of the case, I 
say, in each of these respects being admitted, it is 
no more a question, why it should be commanded, 
that we be baptized in the name of the Son and of 
the Holy Ghost, than that we be baptized in the 
name of the Father.’’—Budtler’s Analogy, pages 194, 
LOR 

When the author in the above extract says, ‘‘ we 
are commanded ¢o de baptized, not only ta the name 
of the Father, but also, of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghost,’’ itis evident that he understood the xame 
that occurs before Father in the baptismal formula, 
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as belonging only to the Father. It is also evident 
that he understood that name was to be supplied be- 
fore Son and Holy Ghost. ‘This is proved from the 
close of the extract: ‘‘It is no more a question, 
why it should be commanded that we be baptized 
into the name of the Son and of the Holy Ghost, 
than that we be baptized in the name of the Fath- 


ee 


er.’’ Here he puts name before Son, showing that 
he understood it to belong there according to the 
implied sense of the phraseology. He did not put 
it before Holy Ghost because it was plainly to be 
understood that it was implied there after he had 
supplied it before Son. 

We give another extract from the same author: 
‘¢ That we be baptized in the name of the Father is 
as much a positive duty, as that we be baptized in 
the name of the Son, because both arise equally 
from revealed command: though the relation which 
we stand in to God the Father is made known to us 
by reason, and the relation we stand in to Christ, by 
revelation only. On the other hand, the dispensa- 
tion of the Gospel being admitted, gratitude as im- 
mediately becomes due to Christ, from his being the 
voluntary minister of this dispensation, as it is due 
to God the Father, from his being the fountain of 
all good; though the first is made known to us by 
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revelation only, the second by reason. Hence also 
we may see, and for distinctness’ sake, it may be 
worth mentioning, that positive institutions come 
under a two-fold consideration. They are either. 
institutions founded on uatural religion, as baptism 
in the name of the Father; (though this has also a 
particular reference to the Gospel] dispensation, ) for 
it is in the name of God, as the Father of our Lord 
Jesus Christ; as baptism in the name of the Son, 
and of the Holy Ghost.’’—/did, page 198. The 
reader will notice the recognition again of zame be- 
fore Son, and it.is also evidently to be understood 
before Holy Ghost. We would also remind him 
that our author in the last extract alludes to God 
and the Father as being the same. He says, ‘‘it is 
in the name of God, as the Father of our Lord 
Jesus Christ.’’ 

From Butler’s reference to the baptismal formula, 
it is clear that he understood that in its full and 
complete construction, name properly belongs to 


7 


‘the Son,’’ and to ‘‘the Holy Spirit,’’ as well as to 
‘‘the Father,’’ and hence in the form in which it 
occurs in the commission of our Lord, it is ellipti- 
cal. 

Our next authority will be a writer in Zhe Chris- 


tian Baptist, a periodical established by Alexander 
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Campbell, and through which he first promulgated 
and defended the reformation for which he contend- 
ed and which he introduced. The writer of the 
article from which we make our extract was a con- 
tributor to that periodical. He says: ©The first 
instituted act of Christian worship is baptism into 
the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holy Spirit. Why is it translated ‘zz the name,’ 
etc., contrary to the literal and almost universal 
translation of the particle ezs? In the name of any 
dignified character, universally imports, by the au- 
thority of such a person. Whereas this is not the 
proper and obvious meaning of the baptismal insti- 
tution. For although it is done by virtue of the 
divine authority enjoining it, that is, by the author- 
ity of Christ; yet its proper and primary import is 
not a mere exhibition of authority on the part of 
the institutor, and of submission on the part of the 
baptized, though this is certainly implied in every 
act of worship; but it is of a much more consola- 
tory and blissful import, being an expression of faith 
and obedience on the part of the baptized ; nay the 
very first instituted act of the obedience of faith, in 
and by which the believing worshipper is openly 
dedicated to be of the household of faith, and of 
the family of God, being baptized into ‘the name of 
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the Father,’ of whom the whole redeemed family in 
heaven and earth is named; and into the name of 
the Redeemer, the Son, and heir of all things, who 
makes his people free; and into the name of the 
Holy Spirit, the sanctifier, the comforter, and per- 
fecter of the saints; that by virtue of his indwelling 
and sanctifying presence, he, the baptized believer, 
may be separated to God with all the redeemed, for 
a habitation of God, through the Spirit.’’—Chris- 
tian Baptist, page 99. The writer of the above 
evidently understood zame to be implied before Son, 
and before Holy Spirit, in the baptismal formula, 
and he so used it, and wrote ‘‘into the name of the 
Pather,  ““into the mame of the  Kedecmen weve 
Son,’’ and “‘into the name of the Holy Spirit.”’ 

Mr. Alexander Campbcll in writing upon the 
ministry of John, has the following: ‘‘ Again he did 
not immerse into the name of the Holy Spirit, be- 
cause the Spirit was not yet glorified; and these who 
were immersed by John had not heard anything of 
the Holy Spirit. [See Acts 19:1-8] The Son and 
the Holy Spirit not being yet revealed, he could not 
immerse into either the name of the Son or of the 
Holy Spirit.”"—Christian Baptist, page 647. The 
foregoing language plainly shows that Mr. Campbell 
looked at the baptismal formula as elliptical, when 
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there was nothing to prejudice his mind against that 
view of it. He says John ‘‘did not immerse into 
the name of the Holy Spirit.’’ Again he says, ‘‘he 
could not immerse into either the zame of the Son 
oro the Holy Spirit.’ He evidently had the bap- 
tismal formula in his mind, and accepted the idea 
that the apostles were to baptize into the name of 
the Son, and into the name of the Holy Spirit, as 
well as into the name of the Father. But as the 
formula had not been given according to Mr. Camp- 
bell’s view when John baptized, he argues that John 
could not have immersed ‘‘into either the name of 


2? 


the Son, or of the Holy Spirit,’’ as the apostles did. 
And in the phrase ‘‘he could not immerse into 
either name of the Son or of the Holy Spirit,’’ he 
did not put name before Holy Spirit, because that 
would be clearly understood, following as it does, 
the phrase ““in the name of the Son?” ™ But when 
Holy Spirit did not follow the phrase ‘‘in the name 
of the Son,’’ as was the case when he first used the 
term, Holy Spirit, then he put wame before Holy 
Spirit. He pursued the same course in writing the 
baptismal formula, that writers pursue in writing 
phrases similarly constructed, which shows that he 
looked at the formula as elliptical, and as reading 


when the ellipses are supplied, ‘‘ dapizing them into 
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the name of the Father, and into the name of the Son, 
and into the name of the Holy Ghost.”’ 

We next quote from Dr. Shedd’s History of Chrts- 
tian Doctrine, Vol. I, page 3370. The author is 
treating upon the Deity of the Second Person in the 
Godhead, and says, ‘‘Again, baptism was to be ad- 
ministered in the name of the ‘Son’; but this would 
have been impious, had filiation in the Godhead de- 
noted only a finite and created relationship. The 
candidate would in this case, have been baptized 
into a name that designed nothing eternal or divine; 
and, furthermore, a merely finite and temporal hy- 
postasis would therefore have been associated, in a 
solemn sacramental act, in the eternal Trinity. In 
the controversy respecting the validity of heretical 
baptism, the church came to the decision that bap- 
tism in the name of Christ is not valid. It must be 
administered according to the Scriptural formula, in 
the name of the Eternal Three. But if baptism in 
the name of the God-man, solely, is not justifiable ; 
still less would it -be proper to baptize in the name 
of ‘Son,’ if that term denoted a merely temporal 
and transitory distinction and relationship.’’ 

Dr. Shedd by putting zame before ‘‘Son,’’ had 
without doubt the baptismal formula in his mind, 


and believed that name justly belonged to Son. 
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And if he put name before Son in the formula of 
baptizing, he would, no doubt, have put zame also 
before Holy Spirit had he had occasion to do so, 
and thus clearly sanctioned the grammatical con- 
struction of the Christian form for administering 
baptism to be, baptizing them into the name of the 
Father, and into the name of the Son, and into the 
name of the Holy Spirit. 

The following is from Bishop Tomline: ‘“ Are we 
fowbe baptized in the mame of the Father eorthe 
Son, and of the Holy Ghost, and is it possible that 
the Father should be self-existent, eternal, the Lord 
God Omnipotent; and that the Son, in whose name 
we are equally baptized, should be a mere man, born 
of a woman, and subject to all the frailties and im- 
perfections of human nature? or, is it possible that 
the Holy Ghost, in whose name also we are equally 
baptized, should be a bare energy or operation, a 
quality or power without even personal existence? 
Our feelings as well as our reason, revolt from such 
disparity.’’— Zomline’s Theology, Vol. Il, page 85. 

James Purvis, of Edinburgh, a scholar, apparently 
of considerable literary attainments, and a writer 
who seems to have been in search of the truth, in a 
work called 42 Humble Attempt to Investigate and 
Defend the Scripture Doctrine Concerning the Father, 
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the Son, and the Holy Spirit, having occasion to re- 
fer to the Japtismal formula, has the following in 
reference to the structure of the language containing 
it on page 44 of his work: ‘It is very evident that 
the word zame is to be understood as if it were re- 
peated with the Son and the Holy Spirit. For 
when it is said, ‘Baptizing them in the name ef the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit’ ; it 
is the same or of the same import as to say, ‘ Bap- 
sizing them in the name of the Father, and in the 
name of the Son, and in the name of the Holy 
Spirit.’ If this is not the sense, what does name re- 
fer to? or what is meant by it? If it does not refer 
to or mean the name of the Father, the name of the 
Son, and the name of the Holy Spirit, it would 
seem that the text should in part have read the very 
reverse of what it doth; that is, it should have read, 
Baptizing them in the ame, not of the Father, nor 
of the Son, nor of the Holy Spirit, but in the name 
that denotes the unity of their essence. I suppose 
any one may see the absurdity of this, and what 
difficulties it would present to a serious inquirer, 
while the text as it stands, is suited to convey in- 
struction to the most ordinary capacity.”’ 

We next present a quotation from Dr. Wardlaw, 


of Glasgow. He preached a series of discourses on 
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The Principal Points of the Soctnian Controversy. 
He took the Trinitarian side of the controversy. 
In a discourse on the Divinity and Personality of the 
floly Spirit, preached on Matt. 28: 19, on the text 
of Scripture containing the baptismal formula, he 
has the following on page 267 of the volume of his 
discourses: ‘*‘ The very form of expression seems to 
convey the idea, not only of a Trinity of Persons, 
but of that Trinity as subsisting in the one God- 
head :—baptizing them in—or into, for the change 
of translation does not at all affect the present argu- 
ment—baptizing them in the zame—not names—but 
the onze name ‘of the Father, of the Son, and of the 
Holy Spirit.’ If however, it should be insisted, 
that ‘the name’ is to be supplied before each,—‘ in 
the name of the Father, and in the name of the 
Son, and in the name of the Holy Spirit’ ;—then 
what are we to make of this last phrase, ‘the name of 
the Spirit,’ if the Holy Spirit means an attribute, or 
a power, or influence? An attribute of Deity it 
cannot, indeed, be supposed to mean; for all the at- 
tributes of Deity are, of course, included in ‘¢he 
name of the Father,’ previously mentioned; and to 
baptize in the name of one of his attributes after 
having baptized in his own name, while the thing 


itself is most unnatural, would certainly be a very 


it Aate TRINE IMMERSION. 


vain repetition.’’ Dr. Wardlaw does not deny the 
elliptical character of the baptismal formula, but 
adapts his argument to it with the ellipsis supplied— 
‘the name of the Holy Spirit.’ 

We call the reader’s attention to another import- 
ant point in Dr. Wardlaw’s discourse. This is the 
point contained in the following words: ‘An attri- 
bute of Deity it cannot, indeed, be supposed to 
mean ; for all the attributes of Deity are, of course, 
included in ‘the name of the Father,’ previously 
mentioned.’? The doctor makes Father in the bap- 
tismal formula equivalent to Deity or to God. ‘This 
is correct—a just admission. Hence zame cannot 
mean the name of God, or the associated name of 
all three of the divine persons mentioned, as is fre- 
quently declared. 

We reviewed two articles that were written by 
Eld. C. Sine, of the Disciple church, and published 
in the Christian Union and Religious Review. The 
above articles and our review appeared in the Gospel 
Visttor of 1856. Elder Sine admits the elliptical 
character of the baptismal formula, in the following 
words: ‘The ellipsis is supplied simply by a repeti- 
tion of the word ‘name.’ ‘The copulative conjunc- 
tion ‘and’ is also connective; it is used to join ona 


word or sentence implying addition. Hence it has 
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the sense of add. To the name of the Father, it 


? 


joins on—or adds the name of the Son,”’ etc.—Gos- 
pel Visitor for 1856, page 95. 

We shall in the next place select some examples 
from authors to prove that the form of expression 
used in regard to the names occurring in the baptis- 
mal formula, when used in regard to other names, is 
evidently elliptical. We give the following example 
from Dr. Dwight. He makes use of the language 
in an argument to prove that the Holy Ghost ts a 
Divine Person because he is united with the Father 
and the Son in the baptismal service and in the bless- 
ing pronounced upon Christians by St. Paul. His 
language is this: ‘‘ Nothing but impiety can, so far 
as I see, be contained in a direction to baptize in 
the name of God and of a creature. What creature 
would dare to associate himself with God in such an 
act of authority, and thus presume to ascend the 
throne of his Maker.’’—Dzwight’s Theology, Vol. IT, 
page 379. In the phrase, ‘‘in the name of God 
and of a creature, name is evidently to be under- 
stood before creature, for the meaning is, in the 
name of God and in the name of a creature. 
Hence the passage as written by Dr. Dwight is ellip- 


tical. Since it isa phrase similar to the baptismal 
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formula, it is a confirmation of the elliptical charac- 
ter of the baptismal formula. 

Our next examples from Dr. Pierce, of the Geor- 
gia Methodist Conference. He uses the language 
we shall quote in a discussion with John C. Burruss, 
of the Universalist church. The discussion was on 
the Doctrine of the Trinity. The discussion was 
published, and on page 26 of the work, Dr. Pierce 
says, ‘‘ How strangely it would have sounded if bap- 
tism had been ordered in the name of the Father 
and of Gabriel and of Michael—one divine and two 
angelic names.’’ Here we have a form of express- 
ion precisely similar to that used in the baptismal 
formula, but name is only supplied before the first 
person and is understood before the other two. But 
in a complete construction of the phrases used by 
the Dr., name would be supplied before Gabriel, 
and also before Michael, and with the ellipses sup- 
plied, it would read, ‘‘ How strangely it would have 
sounded if baptism had been ordered im the name of 
the Father, and in the name of Gabriel, and in the 
name of Michael.’’ 

‘Thus it appears that the great works of Omnip- 
otence, creation, regeneration and resurrection of the 


dead, are ascribed equally to the Father, Son, and 
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Spirit; consequently ‘these three’ persons ‘are one’ 
God. No fourth person is cver associated with the 
sacred three. No minister of Christ ever baptized 
in the name of Peter, or even of Mary, the mother 
of Christ’s human nature, nor prayed that the grace 
of Paul or of Apollos might be with the people of 
God.’’—TZract 221 of the M. FE. Church, On the 
Trinity, page 6. 

There is another way of presenting the baptismal 
formula to show its elliptical form, and which will 
confirm what we have already said in regard to the 
elliptical character of the baptismal formula. And 
although we have produced ample testimony to 
prove our position, the following view is worthy of 
our consideration in treating our subject under the 
aspect, under which we are treating it. 

We have in our language what grammarians call 
‘¢orammatica] equivalents.’’ This means that an 
idea may be presented in different ways, or embod- 
ied in different words. ‘‘ The preposition of, with 
the objective, is generally equivalent to the possess- 
ive case, and is often used in preference to it.’’— 
LBullion's Grammar, page 105. 

According to the above principle as given by Bul- 
lion, and recognized by all grammarians, the baptis- 


mal formula may be read in the possessive form, in- 
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stead of the form it has with the preposition of. In 
the possessive form it will read, Paptezing them into 
the Father's name, and the Son's, and the Holy Spir- 
it’s. And this reading is in accordance with the 
original Greek. This will not be denied. Elder 
Adamson of the Disciple church, to whom we have 
already referred, and who wrote a pamphlet against 
trine immersion, on page 8 of his pamphlet has the 
following note: ‘‘In the phrases, ‘of the Father,’ 
‘of the Son,’ and ‘of the Holy Ghost,’ the words 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, are grammatically in 
the objective case, but in signification they are in 
the genitive, denoting possession according to an 
idiom of the English language, by which the objec- 
tive with the preposition of, is frequently used in- 
stead of the possessive. ‘This will be seen by refer- 
ring to the German translation, and to the Greek, in 
both of which these words are in the genitive.’’ 

We also have the following rules given us by our 
grammarians to govern us in the use and understand- 
ing of the possessive case: 

‘¢ Nouns denoting a possessive relation to the same 
object, have the sign annexed to the last only; as, 
‘Mason and Dixon’s line.’ 

‘¢Nouns denoting a possessive relation to different 


objects, have the sign annexed to each; as, ‘ Adams’ 
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-and Jackson’s administration,’’ i. e. ‘Adams’ ad- 
ministration’ and ‘Jackson’s administration.’ ’’?— 
Covell’s Digest of English Grammar, page 13}. 

Applying the foregoing principles to the baptismal 
formula, we have it in the following form: Bapiiz- 
ing them into the Father's name, and into the Son's 
name, and into the Holy Spirit's name. This is 
equivalent to the reading, baptizing them into the 
name of the Father, and into the name of the Son, 
and into the name of the Holy Spirit. And the com- 
mon form in which we have it, ‘‘ baptizing them into 
the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holy Spirit,’’ is equivalent to each of the foregoing 
forms. The same ideas are expressed but in differ- 
ent forms. 

The objection has been made to the supplying of 
the ellipses, that it is adding to the word of the 
Lord. But it is not really adding to the word of 
the Lord. It is only presenting the word of the 
Lord that we have in the baptismal formula, in an- 
other form. In our common reading we have it in 
an abridged form. With the ellipses supplied we 
have it in an expanded form, 

The translation of the Scripture by the American 
Bible Union was objected to on the ground that the 
Baptists were making a Bible to suit their baptism, 
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because the translators translated the word daptidzo 
by the English word immerse. ‘To such an objec- 
tion it was replied, that their was no changing of the 
Bible, and no adding anything to it to favor any de- 
nominational view of baptism, but simply the trans- 
lating of the word éaptidzo in Greek by the English 
word immerse, which was claimed to be its equiva- 
lent. And just so in regard to supplying the ellip- 
ses in the baptismal formula. It is only giving some 
of the ideas contained in it, a little more promi- 
nency. The words supplied, ‘‘are as much a part 
of the sentences, as if they were expressed,’’ our 
grammarians affirm. 

A number of our quotations have been taken from 
writers who were writing upon the subject of the 
Trinity when they used the language we have quoted 
to prove that they regarded the baptismal formula to 
be elliptical. And we wish it understood that it is 
not with their theology that we are concerned, but it 
is with their philology or knowledge and use of lan- 
guage with which we have to do. Although they 
were writing upon the subject of the Trinity, when 
they added ‘‘name’’ to Son and to Holy Ghost as 
they so frequently did, this was not generally done, 
if at all, as will be seen by a careful examination of 


the connection in which the passages quoted stand, 
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for doctrinal effect. It was done apparently, by the 
natural prompting of their minds, being educated as 
they were in the principles of the English language, 
and the use of the language requiring name to be 
added in such cases to the person to whom it be- 
longs in a full construction of the sentence, though 
omitted when the sentence was elliptical, they added 
it, and thus clearly sanctioned the elliptical charac- 
ter of that form of writing. 

We have now developed the subject of this chap- 
ter, the elliptical character and the full construction 
of the baptismal formula, to a considerable extent. 
The propriety of our doing so will appear in the 
next chapter. We have produced testimony of dif- 
ferent kinds, and from different writers to prove the 
elliptical character of the baptismal formula. Be- 
lieving its elliptical character is either not under- 
stood, or if understood, not appreciated in its bear- 
ing upon the mode of immersion taught in it, we 
have given it the prominence we have in our work. 

1. We have given the authority of several writers 
for the elliptical form of the baptismal formula, who, 
when writing upon it, without any special design in 
view, added name to ‘‘ the Son,’’ and to ‘‘the Holy 
Spirit,’’ showing that they recognized the principle, 


that according to our language, mame was under- 
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stood in such cases to belong to the person or per- 
sons following another to whom it was applied, and 
though not expressed in the sentence as commonly 
and correctly written, yet would be expressed, when 
the construction of the sentence was full or com- 
plete. To this class belong Bishop Butler and Dr. 
Shedd. 

2. We introduced another class that did not add 
name to ‘the Son,’’ and to<‘the Holy Ghost but 
added another person to the baptismal formula, be- 
sides the three Divine Persons contained in it, and 
by the form they gave it, its elliptical character, and 
the elliptical character of similar sentences clearly 
appear. Such are the examples from Drs. Dwight 
aid Wierce. Wr. Dwight useswthe Wangtaige, “to 
baptize wn the namewof God and ofwa creature: 
Here zame, though not expressed, clearly belongs 
to ‘‘creature,’’ as well as to ‘‘God.’’ Dr. Pierce 
says, ‘*‘ How strangely it would have sounded if bap- 
tism had been ordered in the name of the Father, 
and of Gabriel, and of Michael—one divine and 
two angelic names.’’ Here name evidently belongs 
to Gabriel, and to Michael, as well as to ‘* Father,’’ 
and thus the elliptical character of such sentences in 
the judgment of those writers is recognized. 


3. Then we have seen that other writers directly 
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affirm the elliptical character of the baptismal for- 
mula and add zame to ‘‘the Son,’’ and to ‘‘the 
Holy Spirit,’’ understanding it to belong to them as 
wellltas to ‘‘ the Father.” : 

4. We have also shown that the baptismal formula 
according to the recognized principles of the En- 
glish language, may be put into a possessive form, 
having the sign of the possessive case instead of the 
preposition of, and the objective; that this is not 
only in harmony with the principles of the Fnglish 
language, but also according to the original, as the 
swords. < Mather,’ **Son,’ and = oly spimtyesane 
in the possessive case in the Greek; that the posses- 
sive form is manifestly elliptical. 

We have seen that ‘‘ Use zs the law of language 
whether for single words, grammatical forms, or 
grammatical construction.’’ And we have also seen 
that the use of reputable writers proves the elliptical 
character of the baptismal formula. We are, there- 
fore warranted by acknowledged authority in regard- 
ing the baptismal formula as elliptical, and in read- 
ing it when the ellipses are supplied, and when there 
is given to it, its full grammatical construction, 
‘baptizing them into the name of the Father, and 
into the name of the Son, and into the namé of 
the Holy Spirit.”’ 
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CHArri phere 


PAP PLICATION OF THE PRINCIPLERSRCOR 
TAINED IN THE BAPTISMAL FORMULA. 


is the treatment of our subject in the previous 

chapters of our work, various principles have 
been brought out, being more or less the outgrowth 
of the baptismal formula. These principles will 
now be made the basis of a number of arguments to 
prove that trine immersion is the true Christian bap- 
tism. This proposition embodies the truth our pres- 
ent work is designed to develop and maintain. 
And regarding the baptismal formula as having the 
materials in it when developed and applied fora 
successful maintenance of the proposition, our work 
hitherto has been to prepare those materials, and we 
shall now make an application of them. 

SECTION I. 

Argument 1. From the implied admission of single 
Zmmerstontsts. 

It is plainly implied by single immersionists that a 


plurality of names in the baptismal formula would 
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show that a trine immersion was intended to be 
taught by the formula. There is a work called 
~ Notes on the Gospel of Matthew; Explanatory and 
Pracicaa by Rev. George W. Clark, Suemisithe 
title of the work, and such is the name of the au- 
thor. It is published by the American Baptist Pub- 
lication Society, and it is a Baptist work. In com- 
menting upon the baptismal formula, and in refer- 
ring especially to zame in the formula, the author 
says, ‘‘ The plural would have implied three distinct 
beings. The singular imphes that the three though 
in a sense distinct are yet one. The fact of the 
trinity is revealed, but the precise mode of its exis- 
tence is one of the secret and mysterious things of 
God. Compare 2 Cor. 13:14. The singular also 
points clearly to only ove immersion. If a three- 
fold immersion had been intended, the form would 
have been either zz the names of, or in the name 
of the Father, and in the name of the Son, ete. 
The old custom of immersing at the utterance of 
each name, still practiced by the Greek church, is 
first mentioned by Tertullian, and appears to have 
arisen from the superstitions and corruptions which 
gave birth to infant baptism.’’ We are evidently 
to infer from the language above quoted, that in the 
judgment of the author, a plurality of names would 
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have indicated that a plurality of actions or immer- 
sions was intended. He says, ‘‘ The singular also 
points clearly to only ome immersion.’’ We ‘infer 
from this that had zame been zames, then a plurality 
of immersions would have been intended according 
to his judgment. He also says if a three-fold im- 
mersion had been intended, the form would have 
been either 22 the names of, or in the name of the 
Father, and tn the name of the Son, etc. So his lan- 
guage plainly implies that if a plurality of names 
was in the baptismal formula, it would indicate that 
a plurality of immersions was intended to be taught. 
Dr. Conant’s view given in Chapter VII, is very 
similar to Mr. Clarke’s idea, and implies the same. 
The remarks from the Laptest Advanced Quarterly, 
«‘Trime immersion wrong; ‘name not “naimesa. 
also quoted by us in Chapter VII, implies the same. 
Then if a plurality of names indicates a plurality of 
immersions, and it is implied in the quotations 
made, that it does, then we surely have a plu- 
rality of immersions; for we have showed plainly 
and conclusively that we have such a plurality of 
names. This has not only been done by showing 
that the baptismal formula is elliptical and that when 
its construction is complete, it will evidently con- 
tain three names, but it has been also done by the 
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testimony we have adduced from writers quoted 
whose testimony will be found in Chapter IV, Sec- 
tiomevit. 

SECTION II. 

Argument 2. From a plurality of Persons in the 
baptismal formula. We shall deduce our second 
argument for trine immersion from the baptismal for- 
mula, from the plurality of Persons recognized in it. 
We have seen in presenting our first argument, that 
it is plainly implied in remarks and criticisms upon 
the baptismal formula by single immersionists, that a 
plurality of names, would indicate that a plurality 
of immersions was intended. This, no doubt, isa 
correct view of the case. For as one name would 
require one action or immersion, it would seem to 
follow as a necessary consequence, that if there were 
three names it would require three actions or three 
immersions. ‘This is the view we presume that those 
have taken of the baptismal formula, who say It 
should read, baptizing them ‘‘ zo the names of,’’ or 
““in the name of the Father, and tn the name of the 
Son, and tn the name of the Holy Ghost,’’ if a trine 
immersion had been intended to be taught in it. 

But it is not simply into the zame of ihe Father, 
and into the zame of the Son, and into the name of 
the Holy Spirit that believers are to be baptized. 
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They are to be baptized into those Divine Persons 
themselves. This has been clearly proved in Chap- 
ter V. It is there shown that the names represent- 
ing the Persons in the baptismal formula really rep- 
resent and stand for the Persons themselves. 

Again: it will be seen by a careful reading of the 
preceding chapters of our work, especially Chapter 
IV, Section I, that there is a plurality of Persons 
plainly presented to us in the form of words given 
for administering baptism. This we have proved by 
Scriptural testimony and by the testimony of many 
writers. Indeed, we presume that it will be univer- 
sally admitted, that there are three Divine agents, or 
three Personal agents, in the form of baptism pre- 
sented to our faith, and to our affections, into which 
we are to be baptized. Upon the character or na- 
ture of the three objects in which those who would 
be saved must believe, and which they must Te- 
ceive, and into which they must be baptized, there 
may be a difference in sentiment among believers, 
but upon their tri-plurality we presume there can 
be but little difference of sentiment. It should also 
be remembered that these three objects are distinct. 
see Chapter IV, Section II. 

If then a plurality of names in the baptismal for- 


mula requires a plurality of actions or immersions, 
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as we have seen it does, for the same reason a plu- 
rality of Persons will require a plurality of immer- 
sions, for it is into the Persons themselves that we 
are to be baptized as well as into their names. And 
could it be proved that there is but one name in the 
baptismal formula, if there are three Persons into 
whom believers are to be baptized, three immersions 
will still be required. But there are three zames, as 
well as three Persons, and hence trine immersion is 
plainly taught by the phraseology of the baptismal 
formula. 
SECTION III. 

Argument 3. From the marked distinction that 
characterizes the three Divine Persons and their 
names as they are given in the baptismal formula. 

1. We make the distinction that characterizes the 
Persons and their names, and the manner in which 
those Persons and names are referred to in the bap- 
tismal formula, the ground of our third argument. 
There are given in the form of words for adminis- 
tering baptism, a plurality of names, as showed in 
Chapter IV. There is also a distinction in the work 
and offices of the three sacred Persons presented to 
us In the baptismal formula, and into which beliey- 
ers are to be baptized. Each one has his own work 


to do in Creation, Providence, and Redemption. 
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And while believers are to be baptizrd into each one 
to show their need of the help and blessing of each, 
the apostolic benediction shows the same distinc- 
tion: ‘‘The grace of the Lord Jesus Christ, and the 
love of God, and the communion of the Holy Ghost 
be with you all.’’ The distinction in the three Di- 
vine Persons in the Godhead and in the baptismal 
formula is very clearly manifested throughout the 
Christian Scriptures. 

The distinction to which we are referring, and 
which has been so generally recognized, is remarka- 
bly preserved in the phraseology in which the bap- 
tismal formula is stated. 

Father, Son, and Holy Spirit as they occur in the 
baptismal formula are not joined together by the 
conjunction ‘‘and’’ though it occurs between Father 
and Son, and between Son and the Holy Spirit. 
For the preposition ‘‘of’’ occurs in connection with 
the conjunction ‘‘and,’’ and prepositions as well as 
conjunctions have a connecting power. There must 
be, therefore, some other words, phrases, or sen- 
tences connected by the two conjunctions ‘‘and,”’ 
and not merely the words Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit. The fact that Father, Son, and Holy Spirit 
are not joined together as they occur in the phrase- 


‘ology in the baptismal formula, and according to 
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the principles of our language, should not be over- 
looked in studying the import of the baptismal for- 
mila Phe three words, ““Father,’” ““Son, and 
‘Holy Spirit’? are generally looked at as being 
joined together. But this is not the case. And as 
they are not joined together by the conjunctions 
‘cand’’ that occur in the sentence, neither are the 
three names that occur in the full construction of 
the sentence, the zame of the Father, and the zame 
of the Son, and the zame of the Holy Spirit, joined 
together. . 

3. The argument we are drawing from the marked 
distinction of the three persons in the Godhead, 
taught in the baptismal formula, and preserved in 
its peculiar phraseology, for trine immersion, is 
strengthened by the following testimonies: Dr. 
Stier, a learned German theologian, and commenta- 
tor, in his work called, Zhe words of the Lord Jesus, 
in commenting upon the baptismal formula, says, 
‘* All who receive baptism in conformity with this 
anticipatory institution, require to be baptized zzfo 
each of the three names.’’ The writer of the article 
on the Holy Spirit, in Kitto’s Cyclopedia of Bibli- 
cal Literature, says, in referring to the baptismal 
formula, ‘‘ He is baptized into the ame of each of 


the three.’ Dr. Doddridge when commenting on 
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the baptismal formula in his Zxfositor, makes the 
following remark: ‘‘That by this solemn initiatory 
ordinance they may profess their subjection to each 
of these Dlvine Persons, and maintaining suitable 
regard to each, may receive from each correspondent 
blessings.”’ 

For the reader to get the idea that we desire him 
to get from the above testimonies, and which will 
add weight to our argument, he should have a clear 
view of the import of the word each. Webster thus 
explains it: ‘This word is a distributive adjective 
pronoun, used either with or without a following 
noun, and denoting every one of the two or more 
individuals composing a whole, considered sepa- 
rately from the rest.’’ 

Then as cach means any number of persons taken 
separately, and not joined together, the above writ- 
ters considered the three Divine Persons in the bap- 
tismal formula as being presented separately. And 
ifmeach one of the three is to’ be taken separately, 
and the believer is to be baptized into each of the 
three, the necessity of three immersions is evident, 
and our position is confirmed by their testimony. 

3. The argument we are making for trine immer- 
sion upon the distinction in the Godhead plainly 


taught in the baptismal formula, is confirmed and 
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strengthened from the peculiar form given to the 
communion service by our Lord for the commemo- 
rating of his death. In his wisdom and _ benevo- 
lence he purposed for the edification and profit of his 
church, and to enable his followers ever to keep in 
mind what their redemption cost their divine Master, 
to institute an ordinance that would represent im- 
pressively his death. That ordinance comprises two 
symbols, the bread and the wine; the bread to rep- 
resent his flesh, the wine to represent his blood. 
Now if the distinction in his holy flesh and blood 
was such, either in themselves, or in their effect in 
the work of redemption, as to require two symbols 
or two actions to exhibit the completeness of his 
sacrifice, is it improbable that there should be in the 
ordinance of baptism three actions to bring promi- 
nently before the believer the three Divine Persons 
who are engaged in his salvation? It is not improb- 
able. or while their distinction is fully recognized 
and made manifest, each one has also his separate 
work to do. And a plurality of actions or of im- 
mersions to indicate the plurality of persons in the 
Godhead and the plurality of their offices, would be 
in perfect harmony with the plurality of actions in 
the communion service, designed to indicate both 
the flesh and blood of Christ. 
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The ancient Christians regarded baptism in its 
three-fold action as symbolizing the three Persons in 
the Godhead, and also the three days and three 
nights our Lord was ‘‘in the heart of the earth.”’ 
The three immersions they regarded as symbolizing 
the three nights and the three emersions, the three 
days. Whatever may be the symbolic expressive- 
ness of the baptism intended by the phraseology of 
the baptismal formula, it is very evident that that 
phraseology was intended to present to the church 
and to the world, the plurality and distinction of 
the persons in the Godhead. ‘The words of the 
baptismal formula in their connection and teaching 
seem to convey this idea to the mind of the observ- 
ing reader. 

Should it be said that while there are three per- 
sons and three names in the baptismal formula, these 
three persons are also one, and that name refers to 
the unity and not to the plurality, of the persons in 
the Godhead, we reply, that we readily admit that 
there is a sense in which the three are one, and that 
there is a unity as well as a plurality in the God- 
head, but it is the plurality of both names and per- 
sons that is presented to us in the baptismal formula. 
This should be kept in mind. ‘‘Is it possible,”’ 


says Dr. Clark in the quotation from him we have 
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already made, ‘‘ for words to convey a plainer sense 
than these do? And do they not direct every read- 
er to consider the Father, the Son, and the Holy 
Spirit, as three distinct persons ?”’ 

In Chapter IV the plurality and distinction of 
persons, and the plurality of names in the baptismal 
formula, have been clearly presented and proved. 
And as the Divine Persons into whom we are to be 
baptized, are presented to us in the baptismal formu- 
la, we should consider them, receive them, and sub- 
mit to them. We should by no means go to some 
other passage of Scripture, or to some other repre- 
sentation of those Divine Persons, to get our idea of 
the manner in which they are to be regarded in bap- 
tism. We have already said that it is to the primary 
and literal meaning of dapizdzo that we are to go, 
and not to some secondary or metaphorical meaning 
to get its true import as a command in the law of 
Christ. And so it is from the baptismal formula, 
and the manner in which the Divine Persons into 
whose names and into whom we are to be baptized 
are presented to us, and the phraseology that is used, 
that we are to obtain the true mode of Christian im- 
mersion. We are not to leave the form given by 
Christ to meet the wants of his somewhat inexper- 


ienced disciples, ‘‘baptizing them into the name of 
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the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spir- 


and accept of such forms of expression as ‘‘ the 


ee 
Triune God’’ and ‘‘the essence of God,’’ as con- 
taining what is taught about the Godhead in the 
baptismal formula. We have the Godhead present- 
ed to us in the baptismal formula in three manifesta- 
tions bearing the impressive and suggestive names, 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. And their distinc- 
tion is clear and marked. If then there are three 
distinct persons and three distinct names in the bap- 
tismal formula, and if those three distinct persons 
have three distinct works to perform in creation, in 
providence, and in redemption, and if they are also 
kept distinct and not joined together in the peculiar 
phraseology of the form of baptism, and if it is into 
those three Divine Persons, that each believer is to 
be baptized, the necessity of trine immersion will be 
apparent, for three actions are necessary to put one 
object into three other separate and distinct objects. 
SECTION IV. 

Argument 4. From Analogy. We call our fourth 
argument from the baptismal formula, an argument 
from analogy. There is another passage of Scrip- 
ture that bears considerable analogy in its construc- 
tion in some important respect, to the form of ex- 


pression used in the baptismal formula. And the 


THE FORMULA APPLIED. 165 


explanation that has been put upon the passage al- 
luded to, will afford important help in obtaining a 
correct understanding of the baptismal formula. 
The points in the analogous passage that give it 
some analogy to the baptismal formula are such as 
are not used to sustain any special doctrine in the- 
ology, and therefore the application that we shall 
find has been made of them, cannot be attributed to 
any partiality to a favorite theory. 

The passage bearing some analogy in its phraseol- 
ogy to the phraseology of the baptismal formula, is 
the following: ‘‘All our fathers were under the 
cloud, and all passed through the sea: and were all 
baptized unto Moses in the cloud and in the sea.”’ 
M/cor 10:1, 2. ‘In the cloud and imihesce:am. 
a form of expression bearing a resemblance in its 
structure to the following parts of the baptismal for- 
mula: ‘‘into the name of the Father, andM@otethe 
Son, and of the Holy Spirit.’’ We give the lan- 
guage in its elliptical form. In its full or complete 
form, it is no less analogous. °*‘ Zu the cloud and in 


? 


the sea,’ is a phrase that brings together the con- 


junction ‘‘and’’ and the preposition ‘‘in.’’ —‘* Into 


? 


(semiame of the Father, and of the Son,’ eteyme 
phrase that also brings together the conjunction 


‘‘and’’ and the preposition ‘‘of,’’ ‘and of the 
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Son.’’? And herein consists a resemblance between 
the two passages. 

When a conjunction and preposition come togeth- 
er like they do in the phrase, ‘‘in the cloud and in 
the sea,’’ the phrase is not equivalent to ‘‘in the 
cloud and sea’’ but the occurrence of the preposi- 
tion enlarges the sentence or adds another. So the 
phrase, ‘‘ baptizing them into the name of the Fath- 


? 


er, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spimit,’’ in the 
baptismal formula, is not equivalent to the form, 
‘‘baptizing them into the name of the Father, and 
Son, and Holy Spirit.’’ This latter form is often 
used as the baptismal formula. But it does not ex- 
press the baptismal formula, and should not be so 
intended. It is not giving the word of God its 
full expression of power. 

We made an allusion in our last chapter to the 
occurrence of a preposition with a conjunction, and 
intimated that in such cases the preposition imphes 
the addition of something more to the sentence than 
the conjunction would imply without the preposi- 
tion. We shall now develop that principle with a 
plain illustration, and a strong testimony. 

Let us first take the phrase, ‘‘in the cloud and in 
the sea.’’ ‘The occurrence of the preposition ‘‘in”’ 


with the conjunction implies here that something 
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more is intended than if the conjunction alone oc- 
curred. The conjunction implies an addition, and 
the preposition occurring with it in such connec- 
tions, implies still more of an addition. In the 


’ under some 


ardse, “in the cloud and mthe sea,’ 
circumstances, if the preposition did not occur, 
‘cloud’’ and ‘‘sea’’ might be joined together. 


? 


‘¢In the cloud and in the sea,’’ is not equivalent to 


? 


‘in the cloud and sea,’’ as already intimated. The 


? 


occurrence of the preposition ‘‘in’’ imphes some- 


thing more. ‘‘In the cloud’”’ and add ‘in the 


on 


sea That which occurred in the cloud also oc- 
curred in the sea. Now to ascertain what is to be 
added, we go back and ascertain what had been 
done in the cloud. We find that all the Israelites 
that were journeying at that time, were ‘‘ baptized 
unto Moses in the cloud.’’ And it is added, ‘‘ and 
in the sea.’’ That which was done in the cloud, 
was also done in the sea. And as they were bap- 
tized unto Moses ‘‘in the cloud,’’ so they were bap- 
tized unto Moses ‘‘in the sea.’’ And so there were 
two baptisms, one in the cloud, and the other in the 
sea. 

Before we apply the principles that we have ap- 
plied to Paul’s baptisms of the Issaelites, to the bap- 


tismal formula, we shall confirm our view above 
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stated, by an intelligent and impartial witness. Dr. 
W. C. Wilkinson, of the Baptlst denomination, is 
the author of a work published by the American 
Baptist Publication Society, the title of which is, 
The Baptist Principle in its Application to Baptism 
and the Lord’s Supper. The 13th chapter is head- 
ed, Baptism in Symbols. Among the symbols of 
baptism that the author introduces, is the baptism of 


"as giv- 


the Israelites ‘‘in the cloud, and in the sea, 
en by Paul, and which we have quoted. 

Dr. Wilkinson takes the position that the Israel- 
ites experienced two baptisms, one in the cloud, and 
one in the sea. ‘This position he attempts to prove, 
and in our judgment he is altogether successsul in 
his attempt. We have entertained the same view of 
the apostle’s language. In the Gospel Visitor of 
May, 1861, we have an article on the baptism of the 


Israelites ‘‘in the cloud, and in the sea,’’ and in 
that article we take the position that there were two 
baptisms, one in the cloud, and one in the sea, the 
position that Dr. Wilkinson takes. In his reason- 
ing to prove that there were two baptisms he says, 
‘¢We conclude, therefore, with much confidence, 
that Paul introduces in the verses here being consid- 
ered, not one symbol of baptism made up of two 


parts, but two different symbols instead. ‘There was 
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asymbolic baptism in the cloud, and there was a 
symbolic baptism in the sea.’’—page 103. 

But the following remarks of the doctor’s are 
especially relevant to our subject: ‘‘ The experiences 
were two: first, that of being under the cloud ; sec- 
ondly, that of passing through the sea. With this 
understanding of the first verse agrees the phrase- 
ology of the second. For it is not said, ‘And were 
all baptized unto Moses in the cloud and sea,’ as if 
sea and cloud united to give them one baptism; it is 
said, ‘And were all baptized unto Moses zz the 
cloud and zz the sea,’ the preposition zv being re- 
peated, as if to indicate two separate experiences on 
their part, each experience capable of being likened 
to baptism.’’—page 102. Now we compare the 
phraseology of the baptismal formula with the above 
phraseology used by Paul to describe the baptisms of 
the Israelites. ‘‘Baptizing them into the name of 
the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spir- 
it;’’ ‘*Were all baptized unto Moses in the cloud 
and in the sea.’’ After carefully comparing the 
phraseology of the two passages together, then let 
the doctor’s explanation be carefully noticed. He 
remarks, ‘‘It is not said, ‘And were all baptized 


unto Moses in the cloud and sea,’ as if cloud and 
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sea united to give them one baptism.’’ Precisely 
so. And we would say in regard to the baptismal 
formula, it is not said, baptizing them into the name 
of the Father, and Son, and Holy Spirit, as if Fath- 
er, Son, and Spirit were united to receive them by 
one immersion. It is said, ‘‘ baptizing them into 
the name of the Father, and of the Son, andvomwaie 
Holy Spirit,’’ the preposition ‘‘of’’ being repeated, 
asat to indicate three separate experiences aimmun- 
part of the baptized, each experience being an im- 
mersion. And the three experiences of baptized 
believers, are glorious experiences, for they realize a 
blessed fellowship with the three manifestations of 
the Godhead, the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, into 
all of whom they are baptized. 

Dr. Wilkinson is a Professor in the Rochester 
Theological Seminary, and is said by the writer who 
wrote a memoir of him for The Baptist Encyclo- 
peedia, that he is one of the ablest writers in Amer- 
ica. When the Doctor looked at Paul’s language 
concerning the baptism of the Israelites, ‘‘ baptized 
unto Moses in the cloud, and in the sea,’’ he con- 
cluded from the structure of the language, when 
giving the words their common meaning and power 


from the form they possessed, that they evidently 
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implied two baptisms. We fully concur with him, 
and believe that a candid and diligent investigation 
of the case will lead to such a conclusion. 

And then, entertaining such a view of Paul’s lan- 
guage, ‘‘baptized unto Moses in the cloud, and in 
the sea,’’ and comparing it with the baptismal for- 
mula, ‘‘baptizing them into the name of the Father, 


2? 


and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit,’’ and re- 


membering the Doctor’s just criticisms upon the 


P] 


force of the preposition, or the word ‘‘in’’ as it oc- 
curs in Paul’s language, and applying the Doctor’s 
explanation of the language of Paul, to the language 
of the baptismal formula as far as there is an analogy 
between the two passages, the three immersions of 
the baptismal formula will be made as apparent, as 
the two baptisms or experiences of the Israelites in 
the cloud and in the sea. 

Thus this argument from analogy, carefully studied 
with the suggestive points we have stated, and with 
Dr. Wilkinson’s just criticisms and explanation of 
the baptism of the Israelites, ‘‘in the cloud, and in 
the sea,’’ light will be thrown upon the baptismal 
formula, and the number of immersions it indicates. 
And if the Israelites experienced two baptisms, the 
believer, according to the terms of the baptismal 
formula, is to experience three immersions. 
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SECTION V. 

Argument 5. Frou the Positive Admissions of 
Stnuele Lmmersionists. 

In the baptismal controversy in regard to the ac- 
tion of baptism, 1t 1s very common for immersion- 
ists to avail themselves of whatever admissions pedo- 
baptists have made, and whatever knowledge they 
have contributed, that will help them to sustain im- 
mersion as the act of baptism. 

So in our humble endeavors to sustain trine im- 
mersion, we would endeavor to make a judicious use 
of the admissions that single immersionists have 
made, to prove our position. We have made the 
implied admissions of single immersionists a basis of 
an argument. There is an implied admission by 
them, and that admission obtains in the passages we 
shall quote. But there is a positive admission, and 
it is upon that positive admission that our present 
argument is based. We shall now give the admis- 
sions that several single immersionists have made. 

We had occasion to refer to Dr. Conant in Chap- 
ter VII of our work. We shall now make a further 
use of his admission. When he wrote the note that 
we shall again insert, he was doing the work of a 
translator, and was translating the Gospel according 


to Matthew. When he came to the commission of 
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Christ to his apostles in Matt. 28:19, in which the 
baptismal formula occurs, he assumed the character 
of acommentator and critic, and gave a criticism 
on the baptismal formula adverse to trine immersion. 
Whether it was necessary or justifiable for him as a 
translator to assume the character of a critic and to 
endeavor to turn the baptismal formula against trine 
immersion, we shall not take it upon us to decide. 
He did so and we have his critical note, and though 
it was designed to disparage trine immersion, we 
shall use it as a factor in our argument to justify and 
maintain it. His note 1s as follows: 

‘¢The practice was adopted at an early period of 
immersing at the utterance of each name. But this 
is clearly contrary to the terms of the command. 
To justify such a practice, the form should have 
‘been either ‘#7 ¢he names of,’ or ‘in the name of the 
Father, and tn the nane of the Son, and in the name 
of the Ffoly Spirit.” 

In connection with Dr. Conant’s note on the bap- 
tismal formula, we give again the explanatory note of 
a Baptist Commentator, the Rev. George W. Clark. 
His commentary is published by the American Bap- 
tist Publication Society. In referring to the baptis- 


mal formula, Mr. Clark says: 
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‘«The singular is used ; zame not names, pointing 
to the unity of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. 
There is thus a reference to the different parts which 
the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit take in the 
work of salvation, and to the unity of the Godhead, 
the fountain of all blessings. The plural would 
have implied three distinct beings. The singular 
implies that the three though in a sense distinct, are 
yetone. he fact of the trinity is revealed, Dutine 
precise mode of its existence 1s one of the secret 
and mysterious things of God. Compare 2 Cor. 
13:14. The singular also points clearly to only one 
imniersion. If a three-fold immersion had been in- 
tended, the form would have been either zz she 
names of, or in the name of the Father, and in the 
name of the Son, etc. The old custom of immers- 
ing at theutterance of each name, still practiced by 
the Greek chnrch, is first mentioned by Tertullian, 
and appears to have arisen from the superstitions 
and corruptions which gave birth to infant bap- 
tism.”’ 

It will be observed that Mr. Clark’s view of the 
baptismal formula, in regard to what would have 
been its reading, had trine trine immersion been in- 


tended to be taught by it, is precisely like unto Dr. 
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Conant’s. His language is very much like Dr. Con- 
ant’s, though he does not give it as a quotation from 
Dry Conant. 

There is one point in Mr. Clark’s explanation that 
seems somewhat singular to us. It is that expressed 
in the following words: ‘‘The plural would have 
implied three distinct beings.’’ The plurality of 
persons or beings and the distinction of persons, we 
presume will be readily admitted by all trinitarians, 
even those of the most moderate views, In Chapter 
IV of our work we have given a few testimonies in 
favor. of such a plurality and distinction of persons. 
And the number of such testimonies could have | 
been greatly multiplied. Surely Mr. Clark will not 
deny, with the views of the Trinity which we pre- 
sume he holds, that there are three distinct persons 
or beings recognized in the baptismal formula. Mr. 
W. R. Williams, a Baptist minister and author, thus 
speaks of the personality and distinction of the Holy 
Spirit, and he, of course, would give to the Father 
and Son the same distinction: ‘‘ He is as really a 
person as Abraham or David, or any of the patri- 
archs, or a5 Paul, John, or either of the apostle. 
Is the Son distinguishable from the Father, so is the 
Spirit also. When you were baptized, it was into 


his dread and distinct name, invoked upon you, as 
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you sank beneath the entombing waters, and rose 
again to the upper air.’’— Zhe Baptist Pulpit of the 
Onited Stafes: hy Dr. Belcher, pages 40, 41. — Wath 
such a plurality and distinction of persons as Mr. 
Williams recognizes in the baptismal formula, we 
shall have a plurality of names and also of persons. 
The following is from a work called Zhe Act of 
Baptism in the Hrstory of the Christian Church : by 
H. S. Burrage, a minister of the Baptist church. 
‘‘But the great commission is a witness against, 
not for trine immersion. As Dr. Conant has shown, 
‘To justify such a practice, the form should have 
been either ‘in the names of,’ or ‘in the name of 
the Father, and in the name of the Son, and in the 
pace o: 
Dr. Conant declares trine immersion to be 


999 


name of the Holy Spirit. 


‘¢clearly contrary to the terms of the command.”’ 
Mr. Clark attributes it to ‘‘the superstitions and 
corruptions which gave rise to infant baptism.” 
Mr. Burrage declares ‘‘the great commission is a 
witness against, not for trine immersion.’’ The lan- 
guage of these authors shows that they had but little 
sympathy for trine immersion. 

Ve are sorry for their sakes and for the truth’s 
sake that they have treated so coolly what Professor 


Schaaf calls a ‘‘venerabie usage.’? We shail show 


THE FORMULA APPLIED. 177 


hereafter that trine immersion deserves much more 
respect from single immersionists than these gentle- 
men show it. But we proceed to make use of their 
admissions. 

They all admit that the following reading of the 
baptismal formula would require a trine immersion: 
“*[n the name of the Father, and in the name of the 
Son, and tn the name of the Floly Spirit.” 

The following is the form in which we have the 
formula given to us: ‘‘/z the name of the Father, 
and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit.” 

We maintain that we have the first form and what 
the above writers require as a reading authorizing 
trine immersion, in the second form, as far as we 
can have it according to the general principles of 
composition, and that there is beyond doubt all ex- 
pressed in the second or common form, that we have 
in the first. Or, we maintain, as we have done in 
Chapter VIII of our work, that the common form of 
the baptismal formula is elliptical, and that when 
the ellipses are supplied, it will read, ‘(In the name 
of the Father, and in the name of the Son, and in 
the name of the Holy Spirit.’’ We have produced 
arguments and testimonies from various sources, and 
of various kinds, which will, we believe, if can- 


didly and intelligently examined, and if judiciously 
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applied, satisfy the inquirer after truth, that the bap- 
tisma! formula is elliptical, and that in its complete 
and full form, i€ will read, <‘ Into the name of the 
Father, and into the name of the Son, and into the 
name of the Holy Spirit,’’ the very form in which 
those gentlemen quoted, say it should read to teach 
trine immersion, and, therefore, we have trine im- 
mersion taught in it. 

Although we have given considerable attention to 
the elliptical and full construction of the baptismal 
formula, and produced testimony of various kinds 
and from various sources to prove its elliptical char- 
acter, but standing in the important relation it does 
to our subject, we shall introduce another witness in 
connection with the application that we are about 
making of the materials that we have collected, in 
developing our present argument upon the positive 
admissions of single immersionists. 

The additional testimony that we shall offer is that 
of Dr. Meyer. In a note in his Commentary on 
the New Testament, when explaining the baptismal 
formula, he says: 

‘Tad Jesus used the words zhe names insteadion 
the name, then however much he may have intended 
the names of the three distinct persons to be under- 


stood, he would still have been hable to be misap- 
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prehended, for it might have been supposed that the 
plural was meant to refer to the various names of 
each separate person. The szzgu/ar points to the 
specific name assigned in the text to each of the 
three respectively, so that z¢o the name 1s, of course, 
to be wzderstood both before the Son and before 
the fioly Spirit; compare Rev. 14:1: ‘ Ais ame 
and the name of his Father.’ We must beware of 
making any such dogmatic use of the singular as to 
employ it as an argument either for or against the 
orthodox doctrine of the Trinity.”’ 

Such is the judgment of Dr. Meyer on the literal 
or grammatical structure of the baptismal formula. 
He admits the elliptical form and adds name to 
‘Son’? and ‘‘ Holy Spirit’? in filling the ellipses, 
and in giving to it its full form and grammatical 
‘constuction. He says, ‘‘‘imto the name? Missen 
course to be understood before ‘the Son’ and ‘ Holy 
Spirit.’’’ Notice, he says of course. He consid- 
ered the elliptical form of the baptismal formula so 
manifest that there was no argument necessary to 
prove it. He considered the necessity of supplying 
namie before ““Son”’ aivd before ‘‘ Holy Spirit 7 
be so plain and self-evident as to commend itself to 


the mind of the reader without any proof. 
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And who was Dr. Meyer? Let the following rec- 
ommendations answer: 

‘“ Meyer has been long and well known to schol- 
ars as one of the very ablest of the German exposi- 
tors. on the New Testament. We are mot sure 
whether we ought not to say that he is unrivalled as 
an interpreter of the grammatical and _ historical 
character of the sacred writers.’’— Guardian. 

‘¢The ablest grammatical exegete of the age.’’— 
Php Schaf, D. 1. 

‘No exegetical work is on the whole more valu- 
able, or stands in higher public esteem. As a critic 
he is candid and cautious; exact to minuteness in 
philology; a master of the grammatical and histori- 
cal method of interpretation.’’—Princeton Review. 

From the above recommendation it will be seen 
that Dr. Meyer possessed a high reputation for his 
ability as an expounder of the grammatical and phil- 
ological import of the Scriptural language. And it 
is in consideration of his reputation for grammatical 
and philological knowledge of the language of Scrip- 
ture that we quote him, and give his judgment upon 
the full reading of the baptismal formula, the prom- 
inence that we do. He was a Lutheran and also a 


Trinitarian we presume. But neither his Lutheran- 
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ism nor his Trinitarianism had apparently any influ- 
ence upon his mind when giving his judgment upon 
the full and grammatical reading of the baptismal 
formula. He writes as an independent thinker. 
And, therefore, when he writes upon the philologi- 
cal aspect of Scriptural exposition, his judgment 
should be respected by all. 

We intimated above that his Trinitarianism had 
nothing to do with his judgment upon the grammat- 
ical meaning of the baptismal formula. We infer 
this from what he says in regard to the use of the 
singular number of name in the baptismal formula. 
He says, ‘‘We must beware of making any such dog- 
matic use of the singnlar as to employ it as an ar- 
gument either for or against the orthodox doctrine 


» 


of the Trinity.’’ The meaning of this is, name was 
designed to have its common import as when thus 
connected with the person to whom it belongs, and 
it should not be turned away to favor either side in 
the Trinitarian controversy. He was a Trinitarian, 
but his views of the Trinity did not prevent him 
from understanding the grammatical import of the 
baptismal formula. Had all writers and commenta- 
tors been as free from prejudice as Dr. Meyer, in 
ascertaining the grammatical meaning of the baptis- 


mal formula, the reading he gave it others would 
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give it, and trine immersion would prevail in the 
west as it does in the east among the immersionists. 
but its reading and meaning have been more or less 
darkened and confused by the relation it has been 
made to sustain to the Trinitarian coniroversy, and 
its true teaching in regard to Christian immersion is 
not acknowledged as it would be if its grammatical 
or full construction was recognized. 

Then the reading of the baptismal formula ac- 
cording to Dr. Meyer is, ‘‘baptizing them into the 
name of the Father, and into the name of the Son, 
and into the name of the Holy Spirit.’”’ The testi- 
mony of Dr. Meyer given under the circumstances 
it was, is sufficient of itself to sustain the form of 
reading of the baptismal formula, that the promi- 
nent men of the body of single immersionists, that 
we have quoted, say that it should have to teach 
trine immersion. We made his testimony a special- 
ty, because it is so clear, and it comes from such a 
competent and impartial critic. And if his author- 
ity alone is sufficient to produce the condition of the 
baptismal formula that it is admitted it should have 
to teach trine immersion, what must all the author- 
ity that we have produced be? 

To ask for the reading of the baptismal formula 
in the form, ‘‘in the name of the Father, and in the 


THE FORMULA APPLIED. 183 


name of the Son, and in the name of the Holy 
Spirit,’? in any other way than by supplying the el- 
lipses, is to ask what cannot be furnished unless it 
would be especially prepared; for such a style of 
writing is not in accordance with the general princi- 
ples of composition. 

We have given the baptismal formula in the pos- 
sessive form, instead of the objective form with the 
preposition of. In that form it reads, ‘‘Into the 
Father’s name, and into the Son’s, and into the 
Holy Spirit’s.’’ Would this satisfy those who give 
the baptismal formula the form they think it ought 
to have to make it require trine immersion, or would 
they say that if trine immersion was intended it 
should read, ‘‘Into the Father’s name, and into the 
Son’s name, and into the Holy Spirit’s name?’’ 
They surely would not, for they know that the pos- 
sessive form with name following Father only, and 
the possessive sign or apostrophe affixed to Son and 
Holy Spirit would be the same as if name followed 
Son and Holy Spirit, and it read, ‘‘In the Father's 
name, and into the Son’s name, and into the Holy 
Solit saiame.’’ 

It is just the same with the objective form. Into 
the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 


Holy Spirit, is just the same in meaning as if name 
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was repeated before Son, and before Holy Spirit, 
and it read, ‘‘ into the name of the Father, and into 
the name of the Son, and into the name of the 
Holy Spirit.” 

The case is this: All words not necessary to ex- 
press the ideas of the writer clearly, are to be left 
out of the composition, and supplied in the mind of 
the reader. This principle is recognized by gram- 
marians and rhetoricians. Dr. Fowler in referring 
to the ellipsis says, ‘‘ This figure is very common in 
the language, and often serves to avoid disagreeable 
repetition.’’—Grammar, page 622. In Chap. VIII 
of our work will be found authorities for condensing 
written composition. In this connection we shall 
quote a few ideas that we have given there. Dr. 
Blair says, ‘‘ The first rules which I give for promot- 
ing the strength of a sentence, is to divest it of all 
redundant words.’’ Hart says, ‘‘Every redundant 
word is so much dead matter.’’ We here insert a 
few of the remarks contained in our quotation from 
Dr. Conant, on page 125. ‘‘ The vigorous concise- 
ness and compression of a writer’s manner should 
always be retained, even at the risk of requiring 
more attention and thought on the part of the read- 
er.’’? With such correct views in regard to the com- 


pression of a sentence, it is strange that Dr. Conant 
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would require the baptismal formula to be written in 
the form he does to show that trine immersion was 
intended. It could not be written in that way, to 
be written correctly, or in the style most approved 
of, according to his own principle. For illustration 
we take the following sentence: ‘‘The Jews revere 
the name of Abraham, and of Isaac, and of Jacob.’’ 
This sentence will be understood to mean that the 
Jews revere the name of Abraham, and the name of 
Isaac, and the name of Jacob, from its elliptical 
form as written above, without ‘‘name’’ being re- 
peated before Isaac, and before Jacob, as would 
be done in its full grammatical construction. And 
the form in which it is first written above, is 
the form in which it would be written according to 
the common custom of writers. And it would be a 
violation of the principles of composition—the prin- 
ciples that require the omission of all words that 
are not needed to convey the writer’s idea to repeat 
name. And the repetition of name before Isaac, 
and before Jacob, is unnecessary, since the meaning 
is apparent in its elliptical form. Should any person 
deny the fact stated in the sentence, that the Jews 
revere all three of the patriarchs mentioned, because 


name 1s not repeated before Isaac, and before Jacob, 
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such a denial would be considered unreasonable and 
unsustained. 

And so in regard to the baptismal formula. We 
have it in its common form, ‘‘Into the name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit,”’ 
and, in this form name is understood before Son, 
and before Holy Spirit, and with the ellipses sup- 
plied we have it, ‘‘into the name of the Father, and 
into the name of the Son, and into the name of the 
Holy Spirit.’”’ And in this way it may be written, 
as ‘‘the words omitted by this figure (ellipsis) as 
truly belong to the sentence grammatically consid- 
ered, as those which are expressed.’’— Greeve. 

And so we have the reading of the baptismal for- 
mula that those writers and authors that occupy 
literary distinction, and denominational influence 
among single immersionists, say we ought to have to 
make it teach trine immersion. And that reading is 
sustained by the principles of our language, and by 
literary authority of such a character, that allow of 
no appeal from their decision. We therefore have 
trine immersion taught in the baptismal formula 
with a clearness that admits of no doubt, and by an 


authority that is divine—the authority of Christ. 
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GHAPTER XX. 


A COMMON ERROK REFPUTED. 


\ E deem it advisable in the discussion of our 

subject, to give somewhere in our work, 
and we shall do it here, refuting testimony to refute 
the error that seems to be surprisingly common ; 
namely, that the ancient Christians did not claim 
Scriptural authority for trine immersion. It is ad- 
mitted that trine immersion was the common man- 
ner in which baptism was performed in ancient 
times by Christians, but with the great amount of 
evidence to the contrary, it is asserted that they of- 
fered no Gospel ground for it, but practiced it only 
on the ground of tradition. That the people not 
read in church history or not acquainted with the 
Antiquities of the Christian Church should fall into 
such an error, need not, perhaps, surprise us very 
much. But that men who seem to be somewhat 
versed in the affairs of the ancient church, should 
fall into such an error, and circulate it as a fact, 


does seem strange. It 1s another evidence that 
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there has been much prejudice against trine immer- 
sion, and that the prejudice has interfered at times 
with men’s judgments, and with the correctness of 
their information. 

Mr. Burrage, in his work called The Acts of Bap- 
tism in the History of the Christian Church, a work 
from which we quoted in the last chapter, on page 
48, has the following: ‘‘Certainly the trinity-of 
Persons in the Godhead is the reason assigned for 
trine immersion by Tertullian, and later by Jerome, 
Basil, and the Apostolic Canons. Scriptural author- 
ity was not claimed for it.’? There are several er- 
rors in the above statement, some of which, if not 
all, will be corrected in the discussion of our sub- 
ject in the present chapter. 

We quote an assertion from Alexander Campbell, 
showing that strange ideas are attributed to the an- 
cients in regard to trine immersion. The assertion 
we refer to, occurred in the debate Mr. Campbell 
had with*Mir, Rice. The latter had said, *‘ Tlvemimes 
writer of any standing, who speaks of immersion is 
Tertullian, in the beginning of the third century, 
and he says, the practice then was trine immersion,”’ 
etc. To this Mr. Campbell makes the following re- 
ply: ‘‘The gentleman will have Tertullian to bea 


sort of a cotemporary with the origin of immersion. 
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Trine immersion he ought to have said. 
Tertullian denies that ¢ivee immersions (not one im- 
mersion) had an ancient origin,”’ 

We have read the assertion of Mr. Campbell with 
surprise and pain. We know that his position in 
the world was one of great influence. He was well 
acquainted wlth the history of the ancient Church. 
Such assertions as the foregoing from Mr. Campbell 
would be accepted as true, and of course add to the 
prejudice already existing against trine immersion. 
Standing as the assertion does, without anything to 
qualify it in the least, we cannot but think that it 
does injustice to Tertullian and to trine immersion. 

What did Mr. Campbell mean? Had he any di- 
rect declaration from Tertullian in which he posi- 
tively and plainly denied that trine immersion had 
an ancient origin? If so, should he not have re- 
ferred to the place in Tertullian’s works in which it 
could have been found? Or, did he refer to the 
stereotyped error which makes Tertullian say that 
trine immersion had only tradition for its authority? 
Mr. Campbell does not refer to Tertullian’s oft- 
quoted passage about tradition in connection with the 
assertion he makes, that ‘‘ Tertullian denies that ¢Arce 
immersions had an ancient origin,’’ but he quotes 
that passage in his debate with Mr. Walker, and also 
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in that with Bishop Purcell, but not to disparage 
trine immersion. Indeed the translation that Mr. 
Campbell makes of the celebrated passage in Ter- 
tullian, does not at all favor the idea that he declares 
trine immersion to be more than the gospel requires. 

But if it is the passage in Tertullian that is wrest- 
ed to make him say that trine immersion is more 
than the Gospel requires, that Mr. Campbell alludes 
to for his authority that Vertullan denies thesane 
cient authority for trine immersion, does that pas- 
sage warrant Mr. Compbell in making such an asser- 
tion? We do not believe that it does. Had Ter- 
tullian held the idea that tradition was the only au- 
thority that they had for trine immersion, which was 
not the case, as we shall hereafter prove, still that 
was not by any means saying it had not an ancient 
origin. Those who wrote and spoke of it as having 
the authority of tradition, meant apostolic tradition. 
So it still might have had even in their judgment, an 
ancient origin. Did Tertullian declare that he orig- 
inated trine immersion or that it originated with 
somebody else of his time? He declared no such 
absurdity. But ‘Tertullian lived in the latter part of 
the second century, and not long after the time of 
the apostles. And for him to say that the trine 


immersion which he practiced, and which wa’ the 
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common practice of the Christians of his time, had 
not an ancient origin, is too unreasonable to be- 
lieve. And as Mr. Campbell does not refer to the 
place in Tertullian’s works where it may be found, 
and as a number of passages in his works contradict 
it, we can not believe that Tertullian ever said so. 

As we design in this chapter to refute the prevail- 
ing error that the ancient Christians recognized no 
authority but that of tradition for trine immersion, 
~we have thus dwelt upon Mr. Campbell’s injudicious 
assertion. We regard it as injudicious, because he 
gives no proof of its correctness. And considering 
what Tertullian wrote of trine immersion, it is of 
doubtful authority. And yet coming from a man of 
Mr. Campbell’s intelligence and reputation, many 
may believe it. 

We shall proceed to hear some of the ancient 
Christians. And from their testimony, we shall 
learn their authority for trine immersion. And we 
should associate with the authority they claim for 
trine immersion their competency to judge. Wheth- 
er Matthew wrote his Gospel of our Lord in the He- 
brew or in the Greek language is a question upon 
which there has been some controversy among the 
learned. The preponderance however, of the weight 


of testimony is in favor of the Hebrew origin. But 
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the existence of a Greek copy can be traced so far 
back as to lead some to think that Matthew himself 
made the translation. 

Then the ancient Greeks had a copy of the Gos- 
pel according to Matthew, which contained the bap- 
tismal formula in their native language. And when 
such ancient Greek scholars as Chrysostom and The- 
odoret, and Pelagius read the baptismal formula in 
their own native tongue, and understood it to mean 
trine immersion, their understanding of it in that 
way is certainly important and strong testimony in 
favor of the idea that trine immersion was the mode 
of immersion taught by Christ. 

Chrysostom says, ‘‘ Christ delivered to his disci- 
ples one baptism in three immersions of the body, 
when he said to them, ‘‘ Go, teach all nations, bap- 
tizing them in the name of the Father, and of the 
Son, and of the Holy Ghost.’’—Bingham’s Antiqut- 
ties of the Christian Church, Book XI, Chapter XJ. 

Theodoret says, ‘‘He (Eunomius) subverted the 
law of holy baptism which had been handed down 
from the beginning from the Lord and the apostles, 
and made a contrary law, asserting that it is not 
necessary to immerse the candidate for baptism 
thrice, nor to mention the names of the Trinity, but 


to immerse once only into the death of Christ.’’— 
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Chrystal’s Flistory of the Modes of Christian Bap- 
tism, page 78. 

Pelagius says, ‘‘There are many who say that 
they are baptized in the name of Christ alone, and 
by a single immersion. But the Gospel command, 
which was given by God himself and our Lord and 
Saviour Jesus Christ, reminds us that we should ad- 
minister holy baptism to every one, in the name of 
the Trinity and by trine immersion, for our Lord 
said to his disciples, ‘Go, baptize all nations in the 
name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holy Ghost.’’—Jdid, page So. 

The 5oth Canon of Zhe Constitutions of the Holy 
Apostles, thus expresses the judgment of those who 
formed the Constitutions: The Lord did not say, 
Baptize into my death; but, Go ye and make disct- 
ples of all nations, baptizing them into the name of 
the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost. 
Do ve, therefore, O Bishops, baptize them into one 
Father, and Son, and Holy Ghost, according to the 
will of Christ and our constitutions by the Spirit.— 
Chase's Edition, page 252. 

In the Apostolic Canons it will be noticed that 
the authority for trine immersion is attributed di- 
rectly to the command of Christ, Awd@aftermtie 


command is given, then it is said, ‘‘Do ye, there- 
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fore,’’ that is in consideration of the command of 
Christ, ‘“O Bishop, baptize thrice into one Father,”’ 
etc. These Canons contain the combined wisdom 
and judgment of the ancients. We are not examin- 
ing the origin of these Canons, or the age in which 
they were formed. They are acknowledged to be 
very ancient. We are examining to see to what au- 
thority those who formed them, attribute trine 1m- 
mersion, the only form of immersion which they 
accept. And we find they acknowledge the gospel 
to be their authority for trine immersion. This 
does not agree with the statement of Mr. Burrage, 
on page 48 of his Act of Baptism, ‘Certainly the 
trinity of Persons in the Godhead is the reason as- 
signed for trine immersion by Tertullian, and later 
by Jerome, Basil, and the Afostolic Canons. Scrip- 
tural authority was not claimed for it.’’ 

Now let us hear Tertullian. Reference has al- 
ready been made to him, and further reference will 
be made hereafter. But he very justly comes in for 
a place in this chapter. We give Tertullian’s testi- 
mony as we find it in a note on page 129 of Prof. 
Duncan’s History of Baptists. We give the note as 
it occurs with its references to Tertullian’s works. 

‘¢Tertullian, in his treatise ‘Against Praxeas’ 


(Contra Praxeam) assigns to trine immersion an 
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apostolic origin. ‘Christ,’ he says, (c. 26) ‘ap- 
pointed baptism to be administered not in the name 
of one, but three, Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. 
Therefore, we are dipped (égudmur) not once, but 
thrice, into every person (of the Trinity) at the 
mention of each name.’’ 

Prof. Duncan was a Baptist minister, and a Prof. 
of the Greek and Latin languages in the University 
of Louisiana. Consequently, his scholarship was 
sufficient to qualify him to read Tertullian in his 
own native Latin language comprehensively, and to 
translate him correctly. And while it seems to be 
altogether probable that he. did not feel the opposi- 
tion to trine immersion that many of his brethren 
have felt, it is not likely that he was at all partial to 
it. And therefore he was competent to make a cor- 
rect translation. And the translation in his note 
seems to be his own. 

Dr. Duncan’s translation of the passage from Ter- 
tullian’s writings that we have given, and his re- 
marks upon it, make the following facts so clear, 
that there can remain no doubt. 1. Dr. Duncan 
declares that Tertullian ‘‘assigns to trine immersion 
an apostolic origin.’”’ Mr. Campbell declares that 
‘Tertullian denies that three immersien had an an- 


cient origin.’? So the statements of Dr. Duncan 
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and Mr. Campbell are in direct conflict with cach 
other. And which is correct? This will appear 
when the second fact alluded to above is considered. 
That fact is this: 2. Tertullian believed that trine 
immersion was commanded by Christ. Dr. Duncan 
represents Tertullian as saying, ‘‘ Christ appointed 
baptism to be administered not in the name of one, 
but three, Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, therefore, 
we are dipped not once, but thrice, unto every per- 
son (of the Trinity) at the mention of each name.”’ 
Then if Tertullian was dipped ‘‘thrice’’ because 
Christ appointed that mode of immersion, and so he 
was according to Dr. Duncan’s translation, then it 
is clear that he (Tertullian) ‘‘assigns to trine immer- 
sion an apostolic origin.’” And Mr. Campbell is 
wrong and Dr. Duncan right in regard to Tertul- 
lian’s view of the origin of trine immersion. 

This should settle the question in regard to Ter- 
tullian’s view of the authority for trine immersion. 
It is proved very clearly, that he regarded it asa 
command of Christ. 

In these testimonies of ancient scholars we have 
their understanding of what the baptismal formula 
teaches in regard to the mode of immersion con- 
tained in the ordinance of baptism. Many of these 


men were Greeks, and they read the baptismal for- 
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mula in their own language. It has been often said 
by single immersionists when arguing for immersion 
upon the meaning of daptzdzo that the Greeks under- 
stood their own language, and as they understood 
baptidso to mean immersion, this fact carries with it 
great weight in favor of immersion. And this is 
certainly true. And this weight of testimony may 
justly be claimed for trine immersion as well as for 
immersion. If the Greeks understood the meaning 
of the words in their languege, they understood the 
sentences formed by words, especially sentences 
formed by words used in their ordinary meaning, as 
it is presumed the words in the baptismal formula 
were used by our Lord when instituting an ordi- 
nance having such an important bearing upon char- 
acter, and human destiny that the ordinance of 
Christian baptism has. 

And those of the ancient writers from whom we 
have quoted, who were not Greeks, were scholars 
and would understand the import of the language 
of the baptismal formula, and they underetood it to 


mean trine immersion. 
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CHAPTER 


HIVE SAME R SION IN 17S HIST ORISA 
ASE OTE, 


HE following concession is made to trine im- 
mersion: ‘‘Trine immersion was the general 
practice of Christians from the end of the second 
till the close of the twelfth century. The proof of 
the above statement is overwhelming.’’ ‘The above 
language occurs in the opening of Dr. Cathcart’s 
work, Zhe Baptism of the Ages and of the Nations. 
The foregoing concession is concurred in by single 
immersionists generally, if not universally. But be- 
yond the beginning of the third century, trine im- 
mersion is denied an existence in the Church by 
single immersionists. Dr. Cathcart, who makes the 
above concession, also makes the following declara- 
tion, immediately following his concession: ‘‘Be- 
yond Tertullian no record in the literature of men, 
in the book of God, or in any symbol known to 
mortals utters a single word abont three immersions 


? 


in baptism..’’ This language is emphasized. 
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Single immersionists believe that immersion was 
the action of baptism that prevailed between the be- 
ginning of the third century, and the apostolic age, 
but they believe it was single immersion, while we 
trine immersionists believe it was trine immersion. 
And we shall give the ground or evidence of our 
belies: 

The testimony in the first centuries for the action 
of baptism is very limited. We mean the informa- 
tion we have in the literature of the first two cen- 
turies besides the Scriptures, to prove the manner in 
which baptism was performed, is limited. And this 
should not surprise us. The general practices and 
doctrine of the apostolic church were maintained 
in their general integrity for some time after the 
apostles, perhaps till about the third century. It is 
altogether probable that the ordinance of baptism 
continued during that time to be practiced as it had 
been in the apostolic age. And as there was no 
speeial or general attempt made to change it, there 
was little or no controversy, and hence we have so 
little testimony in regard to baptism. There are, 
however, a few allusions to it, and the circumstances 
plainly indicate that the action was immersion, as 
the word itself imports. And whether it was single 
or trine, will hereafter appear. 
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There are other witnesses in the first two centu- 
ries, besides the divine witnesses, whose testimony is 
used by immersionists to prove immersion. These 
are Barnabas, Hermas, and Justin Martyr. 

BARNABAS: ‘‘ Blessed are they who, placing their 
trust in the cross, have gone down into the water.’’ 
And again: ‘*We indeed descend into the water full 
of sins and defilement, but come up, bearing the 
fruit in our heart, having the fear and trust in Jesus 
in our spirit.’’—Azt-Micene Christian Library, Vol. 
VT, Gece 2). 

Hermas: ‘The seal, then, is the water: they de- 
scend into the water dead, and they arise alive. 
And to them accordingly, was this seal preached, 
and they made use of it that they might enter into 
the kingdom of God.’’—J/dzd, page 420. 

Justin Martyr: “I will also relate the manner 
in which we dedicated ourselves to God when we 
had been made new through Christ; lest, if we omit 
this, we seem to be unfair in the explanation we are 
making. As many as are persuaded and believe that 
what we teach and say is true, and undertake to be 
able to live accordingly, are instructed to pray and 
to entreat God with fasting, for the remission of 
their sins, that are past, we praying and fasting with 


them. 
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‘*Then they are brought by us where there is 
water, and are regenerated in the same manner in 
which we were ourselves regenerated. For, in the 
name of God, the Father and Lord of the universe, 
and of our Saviour Jesus Christ, and of the Holy 
Spirit, they then receive the washing with water. 

‘‘And for this (rite) we have learned from the 
apostles this reason. Since at our birth we were 
born without our own knowledge and choice, by our 
parents coming together, and were brought up in 
bad habits and wicked training; in order that we 
may not remain the children of necessity and of ig- 
norance, but may become the children of choice 
and knowledge, and may obtain in the water the re- 
mission of sins formerly committed, there is pro- 
nounced over him who chooses to be born again, 
and has repented of his sins, the name of God the 
Father, and Lord of the universe; he who leads to 
the Laver the person that is to be washed, calling 
him by this name alone. For no one can utter the 
name of the ineffable God; and if any one dare to 
say that there is a name, he raves with hopeless mad- 
ness. And this washing is called illumination, be- 
cause they who learn these things are illuminated in 


their understandings. And in the name of Jesus 
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Christ, who was crucified under Pontius Pilate, and 
in the name of the Holy Ghost, who through the 
prophets foretold all things about Jesus, he who is 
illuminated is washed.’”’ 

The foregoing passages contain about all the testi- 
mony to immersion that we have between Tertullian 
and the apostolic age. From what Barnabas and 
Hermas say, we learn that believers when they were 
baptized went into the water. There is more allu- 
sion to the result of baptism than to the manner 
in which it was performed. And what they say is as 
favorable to trine immersion as it is to single. 

Justin’s testimony 1s very different from that of 
the other two. It is a very valuable testimony. Dr. 
Wall says of this passage in Justin’s writings, ‘‘ it is 
the most ancient account of the way of baptizing 
next the Scripture ; and shows the plain and simple 
manner of administering it. The Christians of 
these times had lived, many of them at least, in the 
the apostles’ days.’’—istory of Infant Baptism, 
Vol. I, page 69. 

There is something very impressive in the descrip- 
tion Justin gives of the way in which the Christians 
of his time, just after the apostolic age, baptized. 
It is very evident that he had reference to the baptis- 
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mal formula given by Christ to his apostles, and 
that he and the Christians of his time baptized ac- 
cording to it. 

It is also evident that he had the baptismal for- 
mula before his mind under a two-fold aspect,—in 
its elliptical form, and in its full construction. 
‘«Then they are brought by us where there is water, 
and are regenerated in the same manner in which 
we were ourselves regenerated. For, in the name of 
God, the Father and Lord of the universe, and of 
our Saviour Jesus Christ, and of the Holy Spirit, 
they then receive the washing with water.’’ Here it 
will be noticed that ‘‘name’’ is only added to God 
the Father, as we have it expressed in the baptismal 
formula. Then he proceeds to describe it more 
fully, and says there is pronounced over him who 
chooses to be born again, and has repented of his 
sins, the name of God the Father, and Lord of the 
Miniverse. . . . . . And in the naimerot Wesus 
Christ, who was crucified under Pontius Pilate, and 
in the name of the Holy Ghost. Then according 
to Justin, believers were baptized in his time, 2% the 
name of God the Father and Lord, and in the name 
of Jesus Christ, and in the name of the Holy Ghost. 

Now let us look at the way the baptismal formula 
should read according to Dr. Conant and others to 
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require a trine immersion: ‘* daptizing them into the 
name of the Father, and into the name of the Son, 
and into the name of the Holy Ghost. See Chapter 
IX, Section V. Then Justin’s form of baptizing 
in its structure, being similar to the form that Dr. 
Conant and others say requires trine immersion, the 
conclusion is plain and legitimate that Justin’s form 
of baptizing was by trine immersion. We, there- 
fore, arrive at the conclusion, by a fair course of 
reasoning, from facts stated by Justin, and from 
principles admitted by single immersionists, that 
trine immersion prevailed in the church in the sec- 
ond century, and as early as the time of Justin Mar- 
tyr. Of this there can be no reasonable doubt. 

Let it be kept in mind that it is admitted to be 
a fact, and admitted too, by the opponents of trine 
immersion, and a fact admitted by them to be sus- 
tained by ‘‘ overwhelming proof,’’ that trine immer- 
sion was general at the close of the second century. 
We want this fact distinctly remembered, as we shall 
now make it the basis of another historical argu- 
Woe Dee 

Mr. Orchard is the author of A /%story of For- 
elon Baptists. Mr. J. R. Graves bas published an 
edition of the work in the United States. It 
was originally published in England, and is highly 


THE HISTORICAL ARGUMEMT. 205 


spoken of by the American publisher. In giving 
the testimony of historians upon baptism in the 
third century, Mr. Orchard says: ‘‘The most re- 
spectable historians affirm, that no evidence exists as 
to any alteration in the subject or mode of baptism 
durime the third eemtuyy.”’ After Mr. Orchard 
makes the above affirmation, he quotes two authors 
to sustain his position. The first declares, ‘‘We 
have no testimony as to any alteration as to the rites 
of baptism.’’? The other says in reference to the 
Christians of the third century baptizing, ‘They 
baptize with some ceremonies those that were well 
instructed in their religion, and who had given satis- 
factory signs of their sincere conversion; they gen- 
erally dipped them thrice in water, invoking the 
name of the Holy Trinity.’’—Orchard’s History of 
Foreign Baptists, Vol. I, page 35. ‘The authorities 
quoted above as given by Mr. Orchard, are named, 
and reference is made to their works in his history. 
Having previously given the authority of the ad- 
vocates of single immersion to prove the fact that 
trine immersion was the prevailing form of immer- 
sion at the close of the second century, and in the 
third, and then proving from Mr. Orchard, the Bap- 
tist historian, that baptism was not altered in the 


third century, but remained as it had been in the 
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second, what then is the legitimate conclusion to be 
drawn from snch premises or data? The logical 
conclusion is that trine immersion was the prevail- 
ing mode of immersion in the second century, and 
not at the close of it only. The prevalence of trine 
immersion in the second century as well as in the 
third, is a fact well sustained by ecclesiastical writ- 
ers. As we have seen above, Mr. Orchard, the Bap- 
tist historian, presents us with proof to sustain the 
fact. Dr. Cathcart quotes Dr. Coleman, an author 
of Christian antiquities, as saying, ‘‘In the second 
century it had become customary to immerse three 
times, at the mention of the several names of the 
Godhead.”’— The Lapitsm of the Ages and of the 
Nations, page 75. 

In Gregory and Rutter’s Church History, a work 
originally published in England, and republished in 
the United States with improvements by Dr. Rutter, 
president of Augusta College, we find the following 
in the account given Of Government, Doctrines, 
Lites and Ceremonies of the second century: ‘‘ Bap- 
tism was publicly performed twice a year. The cat- 
echumens (or probationers for baptism) assembled 
in the church on the great festivals of Easter and 
Whitsuntide ; and after a public declaration of their 


faith, and a solemn assurance from their sponsors 
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that it was their intention to live conformably to the 
Gospel, they received the sacrament of baptism. 
This rite was performed by three immersions.’’— 
page 53. Notice, it is not said that trine immersion 
was the manner in which baptism was occasionally 
performed, nor the manner in which it was frequent- 
ly performed, ‘‘ Zhirs rite was performed by three 
zmmerstons.’’ ‘This language plainly indicates, that 
according to the authors, trine immersion was the 
accepted, the established, and the authorized way of 
performing baptism. And this plainly declared fact 
in church history, agrees with, and confirms the way 
that Justin Martyr describes as that in which the 
Christians of his time baptized. 

The position at which we have now arrived by dif- 
ferent arguments that trine immersion was the pre- 
vailing manner of baptizing in the second century 
as well as in the third, is greatly confirmed and 
strengthened by another consideration that naturally 
grows out of the admission of single immersionists 
in regard to the prevalence of trine immersion in 
the third century. It is admitted by single immer- 
sionists, (let it be remembered) that ‘‘trine immer- 
sion was the general practice of Christians from the 
end of the second till the close of the twelfth cen- 


tury.”’ But it is maintained by the opponents of 
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trine immersion, that, that mode of immersion had 
its origin about that time and that it does not extend 
beyond that. 

If then trine immersion was the general practice 
of Christians about the end of the second century, 
it must have had its origin long anterior to that per- 
iod, or to the period in which it generally prevailed. 
It would be unreasonable to suppose that it would 
attain unto a general prevalence immediately upon 
its beginning. There were in the second century, 
according to Dr. Haven, as given by Mr. Bate in 
his Cyclopedia of MMustrations, under the head of 
the Progress of Christianity, two millions of Chris- 
tians. 

Now it will not only be admitted, but it will be 
maintained by all immersionists, single and trine, 
that the two milhons of Christians in the second 
century were all immersed; or if there were any ex- 
ceptions the number was so small, that it will not 
affect our argument. ‘Then, according to the admis- 
sion of single immersionists, the generality or large 
majority of those two million Christians, were trine 
‘immersionists. And if at the close of the second 
century, there were any thing near two millions of 
Christians, and if a majority of them were trine im- 


mersionists, then trine immersion. had its origin a 
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considerable while before the beginning of the sec- 
ond century. This is so evident that it admits of 
no doubt. 

Then the train of thought that we have been pur- 
suing, leads to the conclusion, that all our other ar- 
guments in this connection have led to, namely, 
this, that trine immersion did not originate in the 
time of Tertullian, or in the end of the second cen- 
tury, but at a time considerably before that, or it 
could not have attained to such a general prevalence 
as 1s conceded to it‘at that time. 

We have then established by arguments of differ- 
ent kinds, and among them the positive declaration 
of the fact, that trine immersion was the prevailing 
mode of immersion in the church in the second cen- 
tury. We shall now proceed to show that it was the 
mode of immersion that prevailed in the church in 
the first century. 

We quote again from Mr. Orchard. And as he is 
a Baptist historian, and single immersionist, he will 
have no partiality to trine immersion. In closing 
his history of the second century in his Azséory of 
Foreign Bapilists, he says: ‘‘ Although unwarrantable 
customs and ceremonies began to prevail at the con- 
clusion of this century in some churches, yet the ° 


ordinances of religion were not diverted or altered 


210 TRINE IMMERSION. 


from their scriptural subject, which is supported by 
the best historians, as, ‘It does not appear by any 
approved authors, that there was any mutation or 
variation in baptism from the former century.’ ”’ 

Now as we had proved by disinterested witnesses, 
and ‘‘by the mouth of two or three witnesses,’’ that 
trine immersion prevailed in the second century, 
and now prove by Mr. Orchard, the Baptist histor- 
lan, that no mutation or variation in baptism from 
the former century (first century) had been made, it 
follows as a just and legitimate inference, that trine 
immersion prevailed in the first century, and in the 
apostolic age, and therefore is the mode of immer- 
sion practiced by the apostles. Such a conclusion 
cannot be justly avoided. It has been reached by a 
fair and logical course of reasoning upon historical 
ground, and that ground admitted, and even fur- 
nished by single immersionists. 

1. Ihe concession of Dr. Cathcart, that “dime 
immersion was the general practice of Christians 
from the end of the second till the close of the 


? 


twelfth century,’’ makes trine immersion the general 
practice of Christians in the third century. Mr. 
Orchard’s testimony in reference to the third cen- 
tury that we have already quoted, contains the fol- 


lowing two points to be noticed: (1) He quotes 
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Bingham as saying in reference to the mode of im- 
mersion practiced in the third century, ‘‘ they gen- 
erally dipped them thrice in water.’’ (2) He quotes 
the Alagdeburgh Centuriators as his authority, and an 
authority that is said to be very reliable, as saying, 
‘‘We have no testimony as to any alteration as to 
the rite of baptism.’’ Then as it is proved from the 
above testimonies and Dr. Cathcart’s admission, 
that trine immersion prevailed in the third century, 
and as it is stated as a historic fact by Mr. Orchard, 
that there was no change in the rite of baptism from 
what had been in the second century, the prevalence 
ef trine immersion in the second century follows as 
a necessary consequence. ‘Then having well estab- 
lished the prevalence of trine immersion, in the sec- 
ond century by the testimony above alluded to, and 
by the testimony of Gregory and Rutter’s Church 
Flistory, positively declaring that baptism in the sec- 
ond century ‘‘ was performed by three immersions,’’ 
and by the description of the manner of baptizing 
as given by Justin Martyr, which so plainly indicates 
trine immersion, we have only to apply the principle 
laid down by Mr. Orchard, upon reliable historic 
authority, namely, that, ‘‘It does not appear by any 
approved authors, that there was any mutation or 


variation in baptism from the former century,”’ 
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meaning that there was no change in baptism from 
the first to the second century, and we have trine 
immersion in the first century and in the apostolic 
age. or if trine immersion prevailed in the second 
century, as we have seen it did, and if there was no 
variation in baptism from the first century, and it is 
declared there was not, then as trine immersion pre- 
vailed in the second century, it must also have pre- 
vailed in the first, and so we plainly have trine im- 
mersion in the first century and in the apostolic age. 

Before we dismiss our historic argument, we have 
a few thoughts to offer in regard to the silence that 
obtains upon the subject of trine immersion beyond 
the time of Tertullian. This silence is turned 
against trine immersion. And Dr. Cathcart’s strong 
language alludes to this silence. ‘‘ Beyond Tertul- 
lian no record in the literature of men, in the book 
of God, or in any symbol known to mortals utters a 
single word about three immersions in baptism.”’ 
We examined the records of history upon the sub- 
ject of immersion, and found there are three writers 
beyond Tertullian who allude to immersion. But 
we have seen that two of them in their testimony 
favor trine immersion as much as single, as they only 
speak of going into the water. While if we accept 
the reading of the baptismal formula as Dr. Conant, 
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Mr. Clark, and Mr. Barrage say it should read to 
require a trine immersion, Justin Martyr was a trine 
immersionist. So the silence of the time beyond 
Tertullian, upon single immersion, is more profound 


than it is upon trine immersion. 
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Crier hari 


LAE TESTIMONY OF REPORMELS, (ise oe. 
GIANS, AND LITERARY MEN IN FAVOR 
OF TRINE IMMERSION. 


E present the judgments of several men, emi- 
nent and honored in their day, and among 
their people, upon the subject of trine immersion. 
They are important witnesses. They were not 
biased in their judgments by any special preference 
to trine immersion. We do not know that any of 
those who have borne such faithful testimony to 
trine immersion, practiced it. Many of them would 
have preferred it to any other action of baptism. 
But there were difficulties in their way, and not 
regarding the action of baptism as of very great 
importance, they did not make any very great sacri- 
fices to overcome the difficulties that were in their 
way. but it is interesting to have an expression of 
their minds, and such an expression we have in their 
testimonies that we give. 


LuTHER: In the year 1530 Luther was written to 
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by a preacher inquiring about the manner in which 
he should baptize a converted Jewess. The follow- 
ing is Luther’s reply: ‘As to the public act of bap- 
tism, let her be dressed in the garments usually worn 
by females in baths, and be placed in a bathing tub, 
up to the neck in water; then let the baptist dip her 
head three times in the water, with the usual words: » 
‘I baptize you in the name of the Father,’ etc.’’— 
Luther's Works, ed. Walch, Part X, page 2637. 
Translated by C. L. Loos, for the DISCIPLE. 

JoHn WesLEy: ‘‘When Mr. Wesley baptized 
adults professing faith in Christ, he chose to do it by 
trine immersion if the person would submit to it, 
judging this to be the apostolic method of baptiz- 
ing.’’—AMoore’s Life of Wesley, Vol. F, page 425. 

Ropert ApaAms: ‘‘They baptized by immersion, 
and they used the trine immersion, or form of dip- 
ping the child thrice in the water; which is no doubt 
the most ancient manner.’’—Religious World Dis- 
played, Vol. 1, page 30}. 

Mr. Adams was a minister of the Church of Eng- 
land. In writing his work, The Religious World 
Displayed, he had occasion to make himself exten- 
sively acquainted with the various religious systems 
in the world. And after all his researches, he de- 
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clares that trine immersion, without doubt is the 
most ancient manner of baptizing. 

CHAMBER’S CyCLOP#DIA: Baptism, in Theology ; 
formed from the Greek baptidzo of bapto, I dip or 
plunge; arite or ceremony by which persons were 
initiated into the profession of the Christian relig- 
jon, “Whe practice of the SVestern Church isjate 
sprinkle the water on the head or face of the person 
to be baptized, except in the church of Milan, in 
whose ritual it is ordered that the head of the infant 
be plunged three times into the water, the minister 
at the same time pronouncing the words, ‘I baptize 
thee in the name of the Father, the Son, and the 
Holy Ghost’—importing that by this ceremony the 
person baptized is received among the professors of 
that religion, which God the Father of all revealed 
to mankind by the ministry of his Son, and con- 
firmed by the miracles of his Spirit. ‘A triple im- 
mersion was first used and continued for a long 
fie. 

A triple immersion was first used, and continued a 
long time, affirms the learned work. If it was first 
used—used by divine authority, should it not have 
been continued? The wisdom that originated it 


was perfect, and it knew what was best. 
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Vossius: ‘* What son of the church will not will- 
ingly hold to that custom which the ancient church 
practiced all over the world except Spain? ctc. Be- 
sides at present the trine immersion is used in all 
countries; so that the custom cannot be changed 
without an affectation of novelty, and scandal given 
to the weak.’’—IVall’s History of Infant Baptism, 
Vol. 2, page 424. Vossius wrote in the latter part of 
the sixteenth and beginning of the seventeenth cen- 
tury. His language shows how extensively trine im- 
mersion prevailed in his time. | 

Strabo: ‘‘Which single immersion, although at 
that time pleasing to the Spaniards who asserted that 
the trine immersion should be disused because cer- 
tain heretics, for the purpose of denying the con- 
substantiality of the Son, had dared to propound 
the dogma that there are dissimilar substances in the 
Trinity: notwithstanding the more ancient use and 
the reason above stated prevaled. For if we are to 
desert everything which heretics perverted, nothing 
will be left us, since they have erred concerning 
even God himself, and they have twisted everything 
which seems to pertain to his worship, and have ap- 
plied it as though it were peculiarly designed for the 
support of their errors. But why should I speak 
farther. Suffice it to say, that the trine immersion 
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prevails everywhere in the world this day, and that 
it can by no means be changed unless in accordance 
with a rash desire of novelty and to the scandal of 
the weak.’’ Strabo lived in the eighth century. 
He in referring to his time, says ¢77ze ¢mmersion pre- 
vails everywhere in the world this day. 

The Panmatociaye under the articless Giaeeq 
Church,’’ thus explains:—That part of the Chris- 
tian church which was first established in Greece, 
and is now spread over a larger extent of country 
than any other established church. It comprehends 
in its bosom a considerable part of Greece, the 
Grecian Isles, Wallachia, Moldavia, Egypt, Abys- 
sinia, Nubia, Lybia, Arabia, Mesopotamia, Syria, 
Cilicia, Palestine. . . . . It may be observed 
that among all their trifling rites, they practice trine 
immersion, which is unquestionahly the primitive 
manner.’’—Pengilly’s Scripture Guide to Baptism, 
page 73. 

The author or authors of the above express them- 
selves very strongly in regard to trine immersion— 
which ts unquestionably the primitive manner. 

Wittiam Wuiston, M. A., Translator of Jose- 
phus: (1) ‘‘That the practice in baptism seems not 
to have been as now, J baptize thee in the name of 
the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost: 
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But while the Person to be baptized, (or his surety 
if an infant,) repeated the Creed and Renunciation 
after the Bishop, or Presbyter, at least their Abridge- 
ment the second time, the Bishop or Presbyter dip- 
ped him, ovce at his naming of the Father, a second 
time of the Son, and a “urd of the Holy Ghost. 
Which manner of baptizing agrees exactly with the 
rule in the Constitutions, and the practice in Cyri/ 
of Jerusalem; and seems the proper meaning of the 
original command of baptizing or dipping e/s ¢o ho- 
noma at the respective names of the Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghost, and not according to the common 
exposition zz their name by their authority, or to 
their worship. Since baptism is only designed orig- 
inally zzéo the death of Christ; though so ordered as 
to put us in mind of the Father, who sent him; and 
of the Holy Ghost who wvtuessed to him, at the 
same time as the Constitutions particularly inform 
us. (2) That therefore the Zy/ne /inmersion is di- 
rectly of our Saviour’s own appointment, and the 
very meaning of the original command for baptism, 
both in Matthew and the Constitutions; and is not 
to be altered by any Christian.’”’—Primitive Chrts- 
tianity Revived, Vol. 3, pages 399, 400. 

Mr. Whiston most enthusiasticrlly pursued the 
study of Christian antiquity to obtain all the knowl- 
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edge he could in regard to the origin or date of the 
Apostolic Canons. He had great regard for those 
Canons. But Mr. Whiston was a student and a 
scholar, and in his reading and study, he was strong- 
ly impressed with the divine authority of trine im- 
mersion. He affirms it to be ‘‘directly of our Sav- 
lour’s Own appointment, and the very meaning of 
the original command for baptism.”’ 

Drv JG ianc? “Whe Greek “Church practice: 
the trine immersion, undoubtedly the most primitive 
manier:” 

Dr. King wrote upon the ceremonies of the Greek 
church. He thoroughly investigated those cere- 
monies. He was brought into connection with 
various sources of knowledge in regard to the faith 
and practice of this large and ancient body of pro- 
fessing Christians. And the result of his reading 
and observation was, that trine immersion was zz- 
doubtedly the most primitive manner. The proof 
must have been very clear and abundant to his 
mind. 

ARCHBISHOP TILLOTSON: ‘‘To be baptized into 
the death and resurrection of Christ, is to be bap- 
tized into the similitude and lhkeness of them; and 
the resemblance is this: that as Christ being dead 


was buried in the grave, and after some stay in it, 


TESTIMONY OF REFORMERS, ETC. 72a 


that is, for some days, he was raised again out of it, 
by the glorious power of God, to a new and heav- 
enly life, being not long after taken up into heaven 
to live at the right hand of God; so Christians, 
when they were baptized were immersed into the 
water three times; their bodies being covered all 
over with it, which is therefore called our being 
buried with him by baptism unto death; and after 
some short stay under water, were vazsed or taken 
up again out of it, as if they had been recovered to 
a new life; by all which was spiritually signified our 
dying to sin, and being raised to a divine and heav- 
enly life, through the faith of the operation of God, 
that is by that divine and supernatural power, which 
raised up Christ from the dead.’’— Zi/otson’s Works, 
Vol. 3, page 255. 

Bishop BEVERIDGE: ‘‘ Neither did the Church 
ever esteein that baptism valid, which was not ad- 
ministered exactly according to the institution, in 
the Name of all the three Persons; which the primi- 
tive Christians were so strict in the observance of, 
that it was enjoined, that all persons to be baptized 
should be plunged three times into the water, first at 
the ‘Name of the Father,’ and then at the ‘ Name of 
the Son,’ and lastly,gat the ‘Naime of the Holy 
Ghost’; that so every person might be distinctly 
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nominated, and so our Saviour’s institution exactly 
observed in the administration of this sacrament.”’ 
—Beveridge’s Works, Vol. 8, page 3376. And Mr. 
Chrystal, in his A/istory of the Modes of Baptism, 
and on page 194, quotes from Bishop Beveridge, the 
following: ‘‘That this (trine immersion) was in 
some way handed down from the Apostles we dare 
mot adeiy.”’ 

We have given the foregoing testimonies from the 
authors to whom they are attributed, not with any 
expectation that they will amount to much as a di- 
rect argument for trine immersion. But if they are 
carefully read as the sentiments of their distinguish- 
ed authors, they may constitute a presumption that 
there is some ground for trine immersion, as the 
mode of immersion taught in the baptismal formula. 
And thus remove préjudice, and prepare the way for 
a candid examination of the claims of trine immer- 
sion upon Christian belief. With a desire that they 


may have this effect, we have introduced them. 
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THE CHURCHES THAT HAVE PRACTICED 
TRINE IMMERSION. 


pe we shall take some little notice, in the discus- 
sion of our subject, of the different Christian 
churches that have practiced trine immersion, it may 
be of some interest to notice the trine action in as- 
persion and effusion as well as in immersion. If the 
baptismal formula requires a trine immersion when 
immersion is accepted as the action of baptism, 
when pouring or sprinkling is accepted as the action, 
it should be done by a trine affusion or a trine as- 
persion. And so it was done in former times. 
There seems to be something associated with the 
trine action in the performance of what 1s done as 
Christian baptism, whether it is a trine immersion, a 
trine affusion, or a trine aspersion, that makes a 
trine action preferable to a single one, as the church 
fora long time in all its branches, whether those 
branches were distinguished for their hetrodoxy or 
orthodoxy, showed a decided preference to a trine, 
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er than to a single action. For it is known to 

student of church history, that the single action, 
whether it is the single immersion, or the single affu- 
sion or aspersion, is comparatively of modern origin. 
Before the Reformation it was only a very small mi- 
nority of all in all countries that received what they 
called baptism, in any form, that received it in a 
single act. And after the Reformation, the trine 
action continued a considerable time in all coun- 
tries. 

We have said there seems to be a preference toa 
trine rather than to a single action. The idea of 
having the Godhead presented in the three-fold 
manifestations of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit 
with that marked distinction of name and person, 
in which we have them presented in the baptismal 
formula, seems to be more acceptable than to have 
it presented in one undefined name. The three per- 
sons named, the Father, Son, and Floly Spite 
so familiar in the gospel, that when there is a foun- 
dation laid for Christian culture in the new birth, 
such a Christian culture will be experienced that those 
names will be readily apprehended, though they may 
not be fully comprehended. 

Again: The number three is one of the sacred 


numbers of Scripture, and the number symbolical of 
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the Godhead. And this perhaps may go to account 
in some measure for the preference that is shown for 
the number three. Such a preference is shown 
both by Jews and Christians. In their sacred ablu- 
tions, the Jews used a trine washing. ‘Another 
person,’’ says Wall, ‘‘very learned in Jewish cus- 
toms, assures me, that their way of washing any per- 
son, or thing, that was by their law to have ¢ezvz//ah, 
or solemn washing, was to do it three times over: so 
that a vessel that was to be washed, was drawn three 
times through water. And Mr. Selden says, ‘it 
must be the same quantity of water as that wherein 
a proselyte was baptized.’ Whence it is probable 
that they gave the proselyte a trine i1mmersion.’’— 
Wall's Eistory of Infant Baptism, Vol. I, page 38, 
oe 

The idea prevailed among the ancients that our 
Lord received a trine immersion from John the Bap- 
tist. Wall says, “‘In England there seems to have 
been some priests so early as the year 816, that at- 
tempted to bring in the use of baptism by affusion 
in the public administration ; for Spelman recites a 
Cano of a -coumeil in that year, ‘Wet the priest. 
know, that when they administer holy baptism, they 
must not pour the water on the head of the infants: 
but they must always be dipped in the font. As the 
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Son of God gave his own example to all believers, 
when he was thrice dipped in the waters of Jordan; 
so it is necessary by order to be kept and used.’ ’’— 
lbid, Vol. If, pages 395, 390. 

I. The Roman Catholic Church. This church 
has always held baptism in high esteem. And it 
practiced trine immersion until about the time of 
the Reformation. But by an exercise of power 
which it claims to have to change the rites of the 
church, it discontinued trine immersion and adopted 
affusion. But it is charged with insincerity by prot- 
estant writers, and not without reason, as it boasts of 
its conformity to the practices of the church in an- 
cient times, but cannot deny that the practice of 
the church in ancient times was to baptize by trine 
immersion, but it has abandoned the practice of an- 
tiquity, and adopted the modern custom of affusion. 

But while the Roman Catholic church has discon- 
tinued trine immersion, it continues the three ac- 
tions in affusion. | 

The following directions for baptizing are given in 
the ritual of the church: 

oc) Ought baptism to be administered by dip- 
ping or by pouring of the water, or by the sprink- 
ling of the water ? 

‘‘A. It may be administered validly any of these 
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ways; but the custom of the church is to administer 
this sacrament either by dipping in water, which is 
used in the East; or by pouring of the water upon 
the person baptized, which is more customary in 
these parts of Christendom. Moreover it is the 
custom in all parts of the Catholic church, and has 
been so from the Apostles’ days to dip or pour three 
times at the names of the three divine persons. 

2, Lhe Greek Church. ‘the Greek Ciureh 
through all the changes that it has come in its long 
and eventful history has closely adhered to the trine 
immersion, the ancient form of baptism. And all 
the organizations that have separated from the great 
body of the Greek church, have done the same. 
This is not a little remarkable, but nevertheless, it 
seems to be true. 

Dr. Stanley in his history of the astern Church, 
has the following just remarks in regard to the 
Greeks and their language: 

‘*The early Roman Church was but a colony of 
Greek Christians or Grecized Jews. The earliest 
Fathers of the Western Church, Clemens, Irenaeus, 
Hermas, Hippolytus, wrote in Greek. The early 
Popes were not Italians but Greeks. The name of 
Pope is not Latin but Greek—the common and now 
despised name of every pastor in the Eastern church. 
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It is true that this Grecian color was in part an acci- 
dental consequence of the wide diffusion of the 
Greek language by Alexander’s conquests through 
the East, and was thus a sign not so much of the 
Hellenic as of the Hebrew and Oriental character 
of the early Christian communities. But the advan- 
tage thus given to the Byzantine Church has never 
been lost or forgotten. It is a perpetual witness 
that she is the mother and Rome the daughter. It 
is her privilege to claim a direct continuity of speech 
with the earliest times, to boast of reading the 
whole code of Scripture, old as well as new in the 
language in which it was read and spoken by the 
Apostles. The humblest peasant who reads his 
Septuagint or Greek Testament in his own mother 
tongue, on the hills of Boetia, may proudly feel that 
he has an access to the original oracles of divine 
truth, which Pope and Cardinal reach by a barbar- 
ous and imperfect translation; that he has a key of 
knowledge, which in the West is only to be found in 
the hands of the learned classes.’’—Svanley’s His- 
tory of ine Greek Church, pages IOI, 102. 

In looking at the great body of the Greek church 
in the strong light in which Dr. Stanley pictures it, 
and remembering that the Greeks occupy the same 


country that the apostles did. and that they speak 
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the same language that those faithful servants of 
God spake, the circumstance that they read the bap- 
tismal formula in their own language, and have al- 
ways understood it to mean a trine immersion, and 
have adhered to it for nearly two thousand years, we 
must feel that in the experience and practice of the 
Greek Church we have not only a strong argument 
for immersion, as immersionists justly claim, but 
also a strong argument for trine immersion. 

3. Lhe Church of England. The Church of Eng- 
land is a witness of trine immersion. In the first 
years of its history, and for some time afterwards, it 
practiced trine immersion. And many of its emi- 
nent scholars and theologians have expressed a 
strong desire to return to this mode of baptism. 

There were two Books of Common Prayer author- 
ized by Parliament under the reign of Edward VI, 
in the sixteenth century. In these we have the form 
of baptism given as follows: 

nr. ‘* Then the» Priest shall take the vechild ings 
hands, and ask the name; and naming the child, 
shall dip it in the water thrice. First, dipping the 
right side; second, the left side; the third time dip- 
ping the face toward the font: so it be discreetly 
and warily done, saying, N, I baptize thee in the 
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name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holy Ghost. Amen.’’ 

2. In the second book the baptismal service is as 
follows: ‘*Then the Priest shall take the child in 
his hands, and ask the name; and naming the child, 
shall dip it in the water, so it be discreetly and 


> Then follow the same words as in 


warily done.’ 
the first. It will be observed that in the first book, 
trine immersion was the order. In the second the 
trine was omitted. And now the immersion is omit- 
ted and sprinkling is the order in practice, of the 
Church of England, although it is said, there has 
been no change in the written form. 

g. The Lutheran Church. The Lutheran church 
practiced the trine pouring according to the follow- 
ing: ‘‘ Lutherean Baptism, as tt ts practiced by es- 
tablished rituals in Saxony, Denmark and Norway. 
After the preparation is completed, then the naked 
head of the child is held over the font, and the 
priest pours watcr three times over it, while he is 
pronouncing the usual words, pouring once in the 
name of the Father, a second time in the name of 
the Son, and a third time in the name of the Holy 
Ghost. Then he covers the head of the child, and 
before he returns it to the godfather, he pronounces 
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with his hand upon the head a short benedictory 
prayer.’’—Robinson’s History of Baptism, page 483. 

5. The River Brethren. ‘There is a small body 
of Christians in the United States and Canada, 
known by the name of River Brethren. They prac- 
tice the trine immersion in baptism. In their prac- 
tices and principles in several points, they resemble 
the Brethren or German Baptists. 

6. The Congregation of James Chrystal. James 
Chrystal was a minister in the Episcopal Church, 
and becoming impressed with the necessity of being 
baptized by a trine immersion, and not being able 
to obtain it in his own church, he went to Greece, 
and was baptized by a Greek Bishop. Mr. Chrystal 
was very anxious to have the Episcopal Church re- 
turn to the practice of trine immersion—the form of 
baptism that it had originally held. And to further 
the purpose that he took much interest in, he wrote 
a work called, Hestory of the Modes of Baptism. In 
this he sustains trine immersion as the form of bap- 
tism instituted by Christ. The work shows learning 
and diligence, and contains much _ information. 
Our acquaintance with Mr. Chrystal impressed us 
favorably with the sincerity and uprightness of his 
Character. 


Mr. Chrystal becoming discouraged in his labors 
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trine immersion restored to his church, or- 

da congregation in Jersey City, ‘New jeteey, 

‘ding to his principles, and is now preaching 
and laboring successfully in that congregation. 

7. Ihe Brethren or German Baptists. When 
the humble and devoted brethren re-organized the 
Church in 1708, with the doctrine and practices as 
we now have them in our Christian community, they 
became concerned in regard to baptism as well as to 
other matters pertaining to Christian faith and prac- 
tice. They had been sprinkled, but with this they 
were not satisfied. And by prayer, fasting, and 
reading, they asked and sought for ‘‘ the old paths,”’ 


p) 


and ‘‘the good way,’’ and settle down upon trine 
immersion, as the form of baptism taught in the 
gospel, and practiced by the first Christians. And 
it has been retained in our: Fraternity. 

8. The Seventh Day Baptists. There are a few 
congregations of Seventh Day Baptists in the United 
States, and they practice trine immersion. 

Trine immersion prevailed extensively in the chris- 
tian world for fourteen hundred years. There was 
comparatively but little immersion of any kind dur- 
ing that time but trine immersion. And what was 
done as baptism, that was not immersion, was done 
by pouring. Sprinkling was scarcely known. And 
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whether it was pouring or immersion, it was’ 
but little exception by a trine action. It | 
immersion or trine affusion. And the prevalence of 
- a trine action in baptism, no doubt mainly grew out 
of a deep and general conviction that the baptismal 
formula teaches a trine action. 

And this general conviction that prevailed so long 
in the Christian world that a trine action is taught 
in the baptismal formula, constitutes a strong proba- 


bility that such a trine action is taught in it. 
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OBJECTIONS TO TRINE THOME RSTON 
ANSWERED. 


F the various arguments we have advanced in fa- 
vor of trine immersion are carefully and can- 
didly examined, and the trains of thought that we 
have suggested are carried out, we do not think that 
many objections will present themselves to a candid 
inquirer, that will have much weight. There have 
been many objections offered against trine immer- 
sion, as there have been against immersion. But 
these objections are frequently more in appearance 
than in reality. 
We shall notice some of the more common objec- 
tions that have been urged against trine immersion. 
1. It is said that it conflicts with the figures used 
to represent immersion. Baptism is compared toa 
burial, and it is said that as there is a plurality of 
actions in trine immmersion, and as we bury people 
but once, the figure is destroyed. This is no valid 


objection whatever, to trine immersion. What is it 
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to bury? To bury is to cover, to hide, or to con- 
ceal. And as this is done by trine immersion as 
well as by single, the former may be compared to a 
burial as well as the latter. 

There are well defined rules given for the explana- 
tion of figures. The following is one given by Mr. 
Alexander Campbell: ‘‘In the interpretation of 
symbols, types, allegories, and parables, this rule is 
supreme. Ascertain the point to be illustrated; for 
comparison is never to be extended beyond that 
point—to all the attributes, qualities, or circumstan- 
ces of the symbol, types, allegory, or parable.’’— 
Campbell on Baptism, page 6r. There is usually 
one prominent point in which the type agrees with 
the anti-type, and when we have that agreement it is 
sufficient. There need not be a resemblance found 
in every particular. The point to be illustrated in 
comparing baptism to a burial is the covering or 
concealing. And, as has been already observed, 
this is done by trine immersion as fully as by single. 

The ancient Christians indulged much in compar- 
ing baptism to the burial and resurrection of Christ. 
And instead of there being any thing in their judg- 
ment in trine immersion against the comparison, it 
increased the resemblance. Gregory Nyssen of the 
fifth century, uses the following language: ‘‘ We who 
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receive baptism, in imitation of our Lord, and 
Teacher, and Guide, are not buried in the earth, for 
this covers the entire lifeless body, and enwraps the 
weakness and corruption of our nature; 

but coming to the water, the element cognate to the 
earth, we hide ourselves in it, as the Saviour hid 
himself in the earth; and this we do three times, to 
represent the grace of his resurrection performed 
after three days.’’—Chrystal’s History of the Alodes 
of Baptism, page 76. 

Dr. Cathcart, after speaking in high terms of the 
splendid abilities of Leo the Great, in the fifth cen- 
tnry, quotes from him the following words, ‘‘ Trine 
immersion is an imitation of the three days’ burial 
[of Christ], and the elevation from the waters is a 
figure [of the Saviour] rising from the grave;’’ and 
adds, ‘‘ These words of Leo were used for centuries 
by the Church teachers of the Old World, as the 
Nicene Creed was quoted as a general expression of 
orthodoxy.’’—Baptism of the Ages, page 143. 

Among the many passages. Dr. Cathcart quotes 
from the ancients, is the following from one the 
Doctor calls a cultivatd Englishman. He lived in 
the twelfth century: ‘‘ Whilst the candidate for bap- 
tism in water zs immersed, the death of Christ ts sug- 


gested; whilst immersed, and covered with water, the 
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burial of Christ ts shown forth; whilst he ts raised 
from the water, the resurrection of Christ is pro- 

claimed. Zhe immersion is repeated three times, out 
_ of reverenee for the Trinity and on account of the 

three days’ burial of Christ. In the burial of the 

Lord the day follows the night three times; 27 dap- 

tism, also trine emersion accompanies trine immer- 

sion.’’ Dr. Cathcart adds to the above, ‘‘ The most 
beautiful exposition of Rom. 6: 4 ever penned !”’ 

We then see that there is nothing in the figure of 
a burial to which baptism is compared, that will 
conflict in the least with trine immersion according 
to the ancients, and also according to the moderns. 
And so it is with all the other figures. Keep in mind 
that a leading point both in the type and in the 
anti-type, is sufficient resemblance to justify the 
comparison. 

2. It is objected that the one baptism of Paul, 
Eph. 4:5, conflicts with trine immersion. When 
baptism in the verse is translated, and rendered 
“‘one zmmersion,’’ it is urged, this rendering con- 
flicts with trine immersion. This, however, is by 
no means the case. ‘There is one immersion for 
Jews and Gentiles, and for all believers. This trine 
immersionists accept as cordially as single immer- 


sionists. But that one immersion is the immersion 


238 RINE IMMERSION. 


that is performed according to the baptismal for- 
mula, that requires an immersion ‘‘into the name of 
the Father, and into the name of the Son, and into 
themamect theslioly Spinite: 

The administrator in administering trine immer- 
sion, immerses the subject into the name of the 
Father. This is an immersion, but it is not. the 
‘‘one immersion’’ of Paul, for that is the Christian 
ordinance of immersion, in which the subject is im- 
mersed into the three names. He then immerses 
him into the name of the Son. This is also an im- 
mersion, but it is not the one immersion alluded to 
by Paul. He then immerses him into the name of 
the Holy Spirit. And now the subject has the one 
immersion, comprised of the three immersions, one 
into each of the Divine names contained in the bap- 
tismal formula. 

This manner of writing is sanctioned by good 
usage. A word may express an idea of something 
in a more limited sense, and the same word may ex- 
press the same idea of the thing in an enlarged sense. 
Dr. Carson thus expresses it: ‘*‘ The three immer- 
sions used by the ancients in the performance of the 
rite called ¢rza baptismata, three baptisms, that is, 
three tmmersions, for it could not be ¢hree purifica- 


tions ; \t was only one purification. I am well aware 
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that three immersions may be called also one bap- 
tism. Aly philosophy can account for this. When 
there are said to be three baptisms, the word is used 
in reference to the act of immersion; when they are 
called one baptism, the word is used in reference to 
the rite in its appropriated sense. ‘The three im- 
mersions are, in the estimation of those who used 
them, only one rite, which was designated by the 
name baptism.’’—Carson on Laptism, pages 491, 
492. 

Dr. Waterland in writing upon the unity and plu- 
rality of the Godhead, says, ‘‘ Neither is there any 
difficulty in admitting that three things may be ¢hree 
and ove in different repects; distinct enough to be 
three, and yet united enough to be one.’’—Water- 
land’s Works, Vol. V, page 350. 

Mr. Alexander Campbell in writing upon the 
Church, says, ‘‘ This institution, called she congre- 
gation of God, is a great community of communi- 
ties—not a community representative of communi- 
ties, but a community composed of many particular 
communities,’ &c.—Christian System, page 73. 

‘¢ Jerome, in his notes on Ephesians 4:5, says, 
‘We are immersed three times to receive the one 
baptism of Christ.’’’—TZhe Baptist Encyclopedia, 


Art. Immersion. 
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Chrysostom says, ‘‘ Christ delivered to his disci- 
ples one baptism in three immersions of the body, 
when he said to them, ‘Go, teach all nations, bap- 
tizing them in the name of the Father, and of the 
Son, and of the Holy Ghost.” —Lzngham’s Antiqui- 
ties of the Christian Church, Book XI, Chapter XJ. 

There is nothing then in Paul’s ‘‘one immersion,’’ 
that is not easily reconclled with trine immersion, 
when intelligently read, and read in the hght of the 
reputable usages of our language. But if Paul 
speaks, Eph. 4:5, of “one immersion,” im Hem 
6:2 he recognizes as distinctly a plurality of immer- 
sions: ‘‘the doctrine of immersions.’’ And _ this 
plurality of immersions has been understood to refer 
to trine immersion by De Wette, an eminent Ger- 
man Commentator, and others. See Lange and Mil- 
legan 77 loco. 

3. It is objected to trine immersion that it was 
introduced to add weight to the doctrine of the 
Trinity. Itis thus stated by Dr. Fairbairns: “It 
very probably took its rise about the period when 
the doctrsne of the Trinity came to be impugned 
by the theories of ancient heretics, toward the mid- 
dle or latter part of the second century, with the 
view of obtaining from each subject of baptism a 


distinct and formal acknowledgment of the doc- 
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trine.”’—Fairbairn’s Hermeneutical Manual, page 
296. The substance of this objection we find in 
different writers. It is mere surmising. There is 
no ground whatever for it. 

Those who attribute the introduction of trine im- 
mersion to this cause, are usually single immersion- 
ists and trinitarians. Then according to the state- 
ment thus made, and according to the views of those 
who make it, the friends of the trinitarian doctrine, 
must have felt their cause to be weak to be driven to 
change the sacred ordinance of baptism given by 
Christ to strengthen it. This is not at all probable. 
If the trinitarian doctrine was true, it needed no 
such support. And if it was not true, it would not 
have been likely to obtain the general support it did 
at that early age of the church. 

Again: The opponents of trine immersion inti- 
mate that it was introduced by Tertullian, or about 
his time. But he, in his controversy with Praxeus, 
when he was sustaining the doctrine that there are 
three persons in the Godhead instead of one, as 
Praxeus held, appealed to the practice of trine im- 
mersion to sustain his position. The following is 
Tertullian’s language as translated by Bingham: 
‘¢ Christ appointed baptism to be administered not 
in the name of one, but three, Father, Son, and 
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Holy Ghost. Therefore we are dipped not once 
but thrice, unto every person at the mention of each 
name.’’—Lingham’s Antiquities of the Christian 
Church, Book XI, Chapter 111. 

If trine immersion had been introduced to 
strengthen the argument for the trinitarian doctrine, 
Tertullian would not have had the face to appeal to 
it to prove the plurality of persons in the Godhead. 
His opponents would have known of its introduc- 
tion, and they would have turned it to the defeat of 
Tertullian and his sympathizers. But as he appealed 
to it as a divine command to prove the plurality of 
the persons in the Godhead, it is evident that it was 
a divine command. For had he appealed to it as 
such, when it was not, it would have ruined his 
cause. So there is no ground whatever, for the idea 
that trine immersion was introduced to strengthen 
the doctrine of the Trinity, or ‘‘to emphasize the 
three persons in the Godhead,’’ as has been affirmed 
of it. 

We have now answered a few objections that have 
not come up so distinctly in the discussion of our 
sueject. Others will be met and answered as we 


proceed. 
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CHE XV. 


TRINE IMMERSION AN IMPORTANT SUPPORT 
TO IMMERSION. 


|* the baptismal controversy, and in the defence 
that immersionists make of immersion, trine 
immersion is often called in to assist them in their 
defence. Trine immersion having been the com- 
mon form of baptism from the early ages of Chris- 
tianity down to the Reformation, examples of im- 
mersion in that way occur very often in history, and 
their testimony has been used frequently and effec- 
tually in defence of ‘immersion. Among the wit- 
nesses used by immersionists to prove immersion, 
will be found many trine immersionists. And the 
cause of immersion is unquestionably greatly indebt- 
ed to trine immersion. Dr. Cathcart’s Baptism of 
the Ages and of the Nations, one of the most recent 
productions on the side of immersion, is a striking 
evidence of the truth of our affirmation. The 
whole work is almost entirely made up of examples 


of trine immersion. And the Doctor must have 
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thought that the testimony of his witnesses will pro- 
mote the cause of immersion. 

Trine immersion having rendered the support it 
has to the cause of immersion, we have been sur- 
prised and grieved at the great impropriety, and in- 
consistency, to use no stronger language, of single 
immersionists, in the manner in which they have 
spoken of trine immersion, though they have de- 
rived the help from it that they have. Ina pam- 
phlet bearing the title, Z7zve Zmmersion Weighed in 
the Balances and Found Wanting, published it ap- 
pears originally in England by Mr. R. Robertson, 
and republished in America by Mr. F. M. Bowman, 
of Newtonia, Mo., the following language occurs on 
page 15: ‘‘ Zhe foolishness of trine tmmersion.’ In 
the Baptist Eucyclopedia, and in the article on 
Trine Immersion, the following language occurs, 
‘¢The ordinance had been enlarged by two extra dip- 
pings, and increased in other foolish ways.’’ In Mr. 
Clark’s Commentary, a Baptist publication, the au- 
thor when referring to the baptismal formula, says, 
‘¢The old custom of immersing at the utterance of 
each name, still practiced by the Greek church, is 
first mentioned by Tertullian, and appears to have 
arisen from the superstitions and corruptions which 


gave birth to infant baptism.”’ 
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A correspondent of Zhe Church Advocate. 
the following from Zhe Evangelist, a paper edited 
by Elder B. W. Johnson, of the Disciple church: 
‘There is little doubt that trine immersion was in- 
troduced by the Trinitarians in order to emphasize 
the three persons in the Godhead.’’ ‘The following 
is also quoted as part of the article: ‘‘No well in- 
formed person doubts that trine immersion is a cor- 
ruption of the ancient practice, just as much as 
sprinkling.’’ The correspondent of the Advocate 
adds the following remarks: ‘‘ These are plain say- 
ings; but facts support their truthfulness. If trine 
immersion has no support from New Testament au- 
thority, then it originated since Christ’s day, and 
may be classed among the corruptions of past ages.”’ 
—Church Advocate, July 5th, 1882. 

Single immersion being related to trine immersion 
as it is, and having received the support from it that 
it has in the conflict between immersion and sprink- 
ling, single immersionists are guilty of great impro- 
priety when they speak so irreverently of trine im- 
mersion. But their impropriety and inconsistency 
become more apparent, and more reprehensible when 
we consider the fact that prominent and leading sin- 
gle immersionists have recognized ancient trine im- 
mersionists to be their brethren, and the churches In 
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ancient times that practiced trine immersion to be 
the churches of Christ, and Baptist churches. 

Mr. Orchard quotes from Robinson’s Ecclesias- 
tical Researches the following important testimony 
in regard to the character of the ancient churches: 
‘During the first three centurics, Christian congre- 
gations all over the East subsisted in separate inde- 
pendent bodies, unsupported by government, and 
consequently without any secular power over one 
another. ALL THIS ‘TIME THEY WERE BApYist 
Ciurcues.’’—Orchard’s History of Foreign Bap- 
lists, Vol. J, page 36. ‘Vhe emphasizing was done 
by Mr. Orchard. 

In connection with the above, we will read the 
concession made to trine immersion, as stated in the 
language Of Dr. Catheart. “Trine immersion was 
the general practice of Christians from the end of 
the second to the close of the twelfth century. ‘The 
proof of this statement is overwhelming.” 

“The second century dawns on the world, and in 
proportion as it recedes from New ‘Testament times, 
errors In doctrine creep into the church. Accord- 
ing to Mosheim, ‘about the middle of the second 
century, Montanus, the first dissenter entitled to 
notice, undertook a mission to restore Christianity 


to its native simplicity. He was successful, his doc- 
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trines spreading through Asia, Africa, and some por- 
tions of Kurope.’ Numerous converts to his theory 
were made, and ‘amongst several others of no mean 
rank, two opulent women.’ ‘This sect continued to 
flourish down to the fifth century, and the list of its 
members was ennobled by not a few names distin 
euished both for learning and genius.’ 

«That the Montanists were Baptists, is evident 
from the fact that Tertullian joined them, and ‘be- 
came eminent among them, Neander calls him ‘the 
Montanist ‘Tertullian,’ and speaks of him as ‘assum- 
ing a more important place,’ in Montanism, than its 
founder, on account of the superiority of his intel- 
lectual character. Mosheim gives Tertullian the 
same relation to Montanism as does Neander. His 
writings abound in Baptist sentiments, as we have 
seen in the chapter on the history of baptism. It is 
this distinguished writer who says of the mode of 
baptism in his time: ‘They were let down into the 
water, and dipped between the utterance of a few 
words.’ When the Donatists arose (and we shall 
shortly see that they were Baptists), they were often 
called Montanists, from their resemblance to this 
more ancient sect. 

‘It should be remarked that in forming the con- 


nection between the New ‘Testament Baptists and 
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the Montanists, a period of only fifty years is unpro- 
vided for, as the Montanists appear ‘about the mid- 
dle of the second century.’ This is the only defect 
in the chain, if, indeed, this can be called one. 
The New Testament history leaves the churches in a 
favorable conditton, and fifty years is not a long 
period for the innovations to have reached a point 
requiring dissent.”.—Zhe Laptist Denomination, 
page GI, 42. 

The foregoing extracts are taken from a work 
called the Baptist Denomination. ‘The author D. C. 
Haynes, declares the Montanists to be Baptists. 
And to prove that they were Baptists, he states the 
fact ‘‘that Tertullian joined them.’’ And then in 
speaking of Tertullian, he says, ‘‘his writings 
abound in Baptist sentiments.’’ He also says in 
speaking further of Tertullian, ‘‘It is this distin- 
guished writer who says of the mode of baptism in 
his time: ‘they were let down into the water, and 
dipped between the utterance of a few words.’ ”’ 

Another Baptist author, Dr. Ford, in his Ovigcx 
of the Baptists, i speaking of Tertullian, says, 
‘He plead for the purity of the Church, and the re- 
jection of all unregenerate persons. He joined the 
now numerous sect of the Montanists, and finally 


proclaimed with them that the one immersion ‘caz 
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relate only tous who know and call on the true God 
and Christ. The heretics have not this God and 
Christ. These words, therefore, can not be applied to 
them, and as they do not rightly administer the ordt- 
nance, their baptism ts the same as none.’ 

‘¢ Such were the principles of the Tertullianists in 
the second century. /lVere they not Baptists ?’—Or- 
tein of the Baptists, page 151, 152. 

Mr. Orchard says of Tertullian, ‘‘Tertullian’s 
writings prove that he as a Baptist stood between 

contending parties ; he explained duties to some, en- 
forced them on others, while some of his instruc- 
tions gave a check to the innovations of the times.” 
—fTistory of Foreign Baptists, page 33. 

The above quotations are nearly all from Baptist 
authors, and it is claimed as has been seen, that all 
the churches for the first three centuries, all over the 
east were Baptist churches. Then as it has been 
conceded that trine immersion was the general prac- 
tice of Christians from the end of the second cen- 
tury, trine immersion must have been the form of 
baptism practiced in those churches. 

The dissenters that constitute the churches of the 
first three centuries, claimed by Mr. Orchard to be 
Baptist churches may be comprised under three gen- 
eral names. The Montanists were the first as we 
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Haveseei! in our extract frony Mir. Hayness = ile 
Montanists were succeeded by the Novatians. And 
the latter by the Donatists. We have seen that Mr. 
Haynes recognizes the Montanists and Donatsts as 
Baptists. The Novatians were also recognized as 
Baptists. Dr. Ford says, ‘‘The people called Nova- 
tians were Baptists.’’— Origin of the Baptists, page 
gs. 

The Montanists, Novatians, and Donatists were, 
without doubt, trine immersionists. As Tertullian 
was a well known trine immersionist, and as he join- , 
ed the Montanists, and as the body was called Ter- 
tullianists, they were unquestionably trine immer- 
sionists. And let it be remembered that Mr. 
Haynes says (see our quotation) ‘It should be re- 
marked that in forming the connection between the 
New Testament Baptists and the Montanists, a per- 
iod of only fifty years is unprovided for, as the 
Montanists appear ‘about the middle of the second 
century.” This is the only defect in the chain, if, 
indeed it can be called one.”’ 

The Novatians were likewise trine immersionists. 
This will probably not be doubted. If it is, it can 
be clearly proved. The following testimonies con- 
stitute one proof: ‘‘The Novatians called them- 
selves Kathari or Puritans.’’—Baptist Encyclopedia, 
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Art. Novatians. Robinson says, ‘The first council 
at Nice took notice of two sorts of dissenters. 

These were Cathari and Paulianists. The 
first held the doctrine of the Trinity, as the Athana- 
sians in the church did: but, thinking the church a 
worldly community, they baptized all that joined 
their assemblies by trine immersion in the name of 
the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, on their own per- 
sonal profession of faith, and if they had been bap- 
tized before, they re-baptized them.’’—LZcclestastical 
Researches, page 72. 

That the Donatists were trine immersionists is 
proven from the following testimony: ‘The Dona- 
tists were determined to have only godly members 
imiweir churches. . . 5 . They regarded the 
Church universal as having forfeited her Christian 
character by her inconsistencies and iniquities, and 
they refused to recognize her ordinances and her 
ministry. Hence they gave the ¢rifle immersion a 
second time to those who had received it in the 
great corrupt church.’’—Laptist Encyclopedia, Art. 
Donatists. 

From the foregoing testimonies the following 
points are fairly proved: 1. The churches of the 


first three centuries, are claimed by good Baptist au- 
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thority, to have been Baptist churches. And the 
bodies of dissenters known as Montanists, Nova- 
tians, and Donatists, are claimed by the same au- 
thority to have been Baptists. 2. It has also been 
proved that the churches within the period above 
named, practiced trine immersion, and that the bod- 
ies of dissenters claimed as Baptists, were trine im- 
mersionists. It is also claimed that ‘‘the Montanist 
Tertullian’’ was a Baptist. Hence it follows, that 
the early churches called by Baptists, Baptist church- 
es, practiced trine immersion, and that those early 
Christians called by the same authority Baptists, 
were trine immersionists. 

And while it was our intention in this chapter 
simply to vindicate trine immersion from the injudi- 
cious and irreverent remarks made against it by sin- 
gle immersionists, and to show how it has been used 
to support immersion, which we have done, our tes- 
timonies introduced, form a basis for an additional 
historical argument of great strength to prove that 
trine immersion can be traced to the apostolic age 
of the church. 

We would only add in concluding our present 
chapter, if, according to the testimony of single im- 
mersionists, the early churches practiced trine im- 
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mersion as we find they did, where shall we find the 
churches in those times that practiced single immer- 
sion? It seems there were none from the foregoing 


testimony. 
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(OlabaWellialss SOvl 


ie POSTURE OF THE BODY IN GAP Fis 


HILE immersionists differ in regard to the 
number of immersions the baptismal for- 
mula requires to constitute Christian baptism, they 
also differ in regard to the position that the person 
receiving baptism should assume, when receiving it. 
Several positions have been assumed, but there are 
only two that are common, the bowing, and the 
supine position. 1. In the practice of trine immer- 
sion, the person bows in the water, under the hands 
of the administrator. 2. In the practice of single 
immersion, the person baptized is put into the water 
in a supine position. 

Mr. Robinson thus describes the manner of per- 
forming trine immersion in America. ‘‘The admin- 
istrator with the candidate goes into the river. The 
candidate kneels down into the water, aad the ad- 
ministrator puts his hand on his head, and bends 
him forward till he is immersed ; he does this three 


times, pronouncing during the ceremony the usual 
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baptismal words. ‘The baptized continues kneeling 
till the administrator prays, and lays on hands, then 
he rises and departs. Trine immersion is very easily 
performed this way.’’—/Zzstory of Baptism, page 500. 

1. Trine immersionists observe the manner they 
do in baptism, in regard to the posture of the body 
from the following considerations: (@) As baptism 
may be regarded as an act of worship, it seems to 
be proper in paying the Divine homage and worship 
we do to the three divine objects of worship, to do 
it ina way that becomes both the worshipper, and 
the being worshipped. And this is done by pre- 
senting ourselves in an humble posture before the 
Divine beings whom we worship. 

‘¢Wherewith shall I come before the Lord, and 
bow myself before the high God.’’—Micah 6: 6. 

‘“¢O come, let us worship, and bow down; let us 
kneel before the Lord our maker.’’—Ps. 95: 6. 

pe Atthe name of Jesus every knee shouldsowe. 
—Phil. 2:10. 

“* And all the angels stood round about the throne, 
and about the elders, and the four beasts, and fell 
before the throne on their faces, and worshipped 
God.’’—Rev. Tov. 

(6) How was our Lord baptized? Did he bow 


forward, or was he put into the water in a supine po- 


256 TRINE IMMERSION. 


sition? We presume there would be a very general 
unanimity of sentiment in answering this question 
where the mind is free to decide, and makes the de- 
cision deliberately. If there is nothing to incline 
the mind to any other decision, the natural deduc- 
tion would be that he bowed under the hands of his 
forerunner. And this seems to have been the con- 
clusion that has been arrived at, and it has been 
embodied in a stanza of a hymn on baptism by Dr. 
Sale omith, a Bapeist minister. 
“ Meekly in Jordan’s holy stream 
The great Redeemer dow’ d,; 
Bright was the glory’s sacred beam 
That hush’d the wond’ring crowd.” 

This is a familiar baptismal hymn. The author 
was a poet of some reputation. As stated above he 
was a Baptist. And though he probably was bap- 
tized in the ordinary way that Baptists perform the 
ordinance, he accepted the idea that would be like- 
ly to be suggested to the reflecting and unbiased 
mind, that our Lord, in his baptism, ‘‘ meekly bow- 
ed in Jordan.”’ 

And if John the Baptist baptized our Lord by 
bowing him forward, he no doubt baptized all that 
he baptized in the same way. And if the apostles 
of our Lord were baptized by bowing forward, they 
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no doubt baptized those that they baptized in the 
same way. 

And if the apostles before our Lord’s death, bap- 
tized by bowing the candidate for baptism forward, 
they would continue to do the same after his death, 
unless they had received instruction to do otherwise. 
And as we know of no such instruction being given, 
the strong probability is, that after the apostles re- 
ceived their great commission to preach and baptize, 
they baptized by bowing the candidate forward. 

With the manner of bowing the candidate for- 
ward till he is covered in the water, agree the refer- 
ences made to baptism in the writings of the ancients 
when the head is named especiaily as the part bap- 
tized. The following is Chrysostom’s reference to 
baptism: ‘‘ For when we immerse our heads in the 
water, the old man is buried as in a tomb below, 
and wholly sunk for ever: then as we raise them 
again, the new man rises in its stead. As it is easy 
to dip and lift our heads again, so it is easy for God 
to bury the old man, and to show forth the new. 
And this is done thrice, that you may learn that the 
power of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost 
fulfilleth all things.’’—Homelies on St. John, Part J, 
page 211, 212. 


Mr. Robinson, in giving the manner in which the 
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Christians of the.middle ages baptized, represents 
the candidate as standing, and the administrator as 
bowing him gently forward till he is under the 
water.—LWistory of Baptism, page 497. 

The forward action seems to commend itself as 
the more proper and consistent way of performing 
immersion even to some of those who practice the 
mode of putting the candidate into the water ina 
supine manner. Dr. Judson was a Baptist, but he 
considered the forward action the apostolic method 
of performing immersion, as the following from his 
pen will show: 

‘¢Immersion, however, maintained its ground, 
until the middle of the seventeenth century, when 
the Westminster Assembly of Divines voted, by a 
majority of one, that immersion and sprinkling were 
indifferent. Previously to that period, the Baptists 
had formed churches in different parts of the coun- 
try; and having always seen infants, when baptized, 
taken in the hands of the administrator, and laid 
under water in the baptismal font, and not having 
much, if any, communication with the Baptists on 
the continent, they thought, of course, that a candi- 
date for baptism, though a grown person, should be 
treated in the same manner, and laid backward un- 


der the water. They were probably confirmed in 
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this idea, by the phrase, ‘buried in baptism.” The. 
consequence has been, that all the Baptists in the 
world, who have sprung from the English Baptists, 
have practiced the backward posture. 

‘‘But from the beginning, it was not so. In the 
apostolic times, the administrator placed his right 
hand on the head of the candidate, who then, under 
the pressure of the administrator’s hand, bowed for- 
ward, aided by that genuflection, which instinctively 
comes to one’s aid, when attempting to bow in the 
practice, until his head was submerged, and rose by 
his own effort.”’—/udson on Baptism, page r12. 

Mr. Isaac Errett, of Cincinnati, one of the most 
able and influential ministers and writers among the 
Disciples, and editor of the Christian Standard, a 
leading paper in that church, in replying to a corre- 
spondent’s query involving the manner of putting a 
person into the water when he is baptized, gives the 
following candid answer upon that subject: ‘As to 
the mode of the immersion, whether forward or 
backward, we have no certain knowledge. But we 
incline to the opinion that the backward motion in 
immersion 1s modern and western—that tn the east 
the candidates knelt in the water, and were tmmersed 
face foremost.’'’— Christian Standard. 


2. The following from Mr. Robinson will explain 
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the origin of the backward action of immersion 
among the modern single immersionists: ‘‘ The first 
English Baptists, when they read the phrase durzed 
in baptism, instantly thought of an Lwg/ish burial, 
and therefore baptized by laying the body in the 
form of burying in their own country; but they 
might have observed that Paul wrote to Romans, 
and that the Romans did not bury, but burned their 
dead, and buried nothing of the dead but their ashes 
in urns: so that no fair reasoning on the form of 
baptizing can be drawn from the mode of burying 
the dead in England.’’—Zistory of Baptism, page 
500, 5OL. 

To take the apostle’s figure of a burial to which 
he “compares baptism, Rom. 6:4; Col. 2: 129mte 
govern us in regard to the posture we assume when 
we are immersed, does not seem to be advisable, as 
such a course must necessarily lead to a variety of 
postures, as the customs of burying the dead in dif- 
ferent nations are so very different, as will appear 
from the following account of burial customs given 
by Burder in his Refgious Ceremonies : 

Pagan Nations. The coffin was laid in the tomb 
on its back; in what direction among the Romans 
is uncertain; but among the Athenians, looking to 


the west.—Page 572. 
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funeral Ceremorites of the Russian Greek Church, 
‘¢To conclude, the coffin is nailed up and let down 
into the grave, the face of the deceased being turned 
towards the east..’—Page 139. 

Persian Ceremonies. The graves are smaller in 
Persia than in other countries, only two feet broad, 
six in length, and four in depth. On that side of 
them which is toward Mecca, they dig a slanting 
vault, which is as long and broad as the first grave; 
they thrust the corpse into it without a coffin, the 
face towards Mecca, and place two tiles to cover the 
head from the earth, when the grave is filled up.— 
Pace 134. 

Polynesians. ‘When about to be interred, the 
corpse was placed in a sitting posture, with the 
knees elevated, the face pressed down between the 
knees, the hands fastened under the legs, and the 
whole body tied with a cord.’’—Page 695. 

Now as there is no uniformity among the nations 
in regard to burial customs, it 1s not at all probable 
that the posture of the body in baptism would be 
left to be governed by those customs. And as Mr. 
Robinson justly remarks in the quotation we have 
made from him, ‘‘No fair reasoning on the form of 


baptizing can be drawn from the mode of burying 
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the dead in England.’’ And we may add, nor from 
the mode of burying the dead in any other nation. 

And as the idea that our Lord bowed in his bap- 
tism, and was baptized by a forward motion, is so 
generally accepted as we have seen it seems to be; 
and as his disciples baptized by John were in all 
probability baptized in the same way; and as it is 
also probable that they baptized what they did in 
the same manner in which they themselves were 
baptized, and as there was no change apparently 
made, the bowing posture and the forward motion 


have much to recommend them. 
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Cir Tike XV: 


Deed LW VOL Dk OR INE Y. 


Re Forney 1s a minister of “‘theyChuschmen 
God,’’ the organization that Mr. John Wine- 
brenner commenced. He is also the editor of the 
Church Advocate, the church organ of his denomi- 
nation. 

Dr. Forney is the author of a work having the 
following title: Zhe Christian Ordinances ;, Being a 
FTistorical Inquiry into the Practice of Trine Immer- 
ston, the Washing of the Saints’ Feet and Love-feast. 

The Doctor kindly sent us a copy of his work, 
but as we were preparing our book for publication, 
and expecting at the time to have it ready for the 
press before very long, and regarding some of his 
positions to be of such a character as to make a 
notice of them a proper subject for our book, we 
deferred a notice of the work until we should pub- 
lish our own. We have thus delayed noticing his 
book a longer time than we desired, but we could 


not well do otherwise. With due respect to the 
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Doctor and his book, we shall notice the principal 
points in his work bearing on trine immersion. He 
has referred to us, and to some of our writing in a 
way that makes it proper for us to notice his work. 
And fidelity to the mode of immersion which is as 
dear to us, as the Doctor’s favorite mode can possi- 
bly be to him, imposes upon us the duty of noticing 
some of his positions. The headings of his chap- 
ters will furnish us with points that will enable us to 
present what we may think should be presented, and 
what our limited space yet remaining, will allow us 
to present. 

I. The testimony for Trine Immersion. This is 
the heading of one of the chapters of the Doctor’s 
work. The Doctor endeavors to destroy the historic 
testimonies both of a direct, and indirect character, 
cited to prove trine immersion, intimating that as 
the historians lived after the time in which the 
events recorded occurred, their testimony is not re- 
liable. He says, ‘‘It is a recognized principle in all 
rules of evidence, that 7” festifyteg to a question of 
fact, no man ts a competent witness who hved after 
the fact, except in so far as he cites authorities or wit- 
nesses who lived at the time.’’ The italicizing is the 
Doctor’s. The above principle is only partially ap- 
plicable to historians. What historians state as facts 
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should be facts. But historians do not always cite 
the authorities for the facts they state. We have be- 
fore us in our library, Gzbbon’s Rome. He wrote of 
things that occurred long before his time, and he 
does not always cite his authorities. The case is this 
in regard to all kinds of history. The historian 
should be a man of truth as well as of talents. And 
if he has the confidence of his readers, what he 
states as facts will be believed, though he does not 
give his authority. They will take it for granted 
that he had authority for what he stated, and it will 
be believed. <A historian may be criticised and if it 
is found that he has not stated the truth, his state- 
ments should be rejected. But if his statements 
cannot be disproved, we are bound to receive them. 

The Doctor, entertaining such principles as 
above stated, says, ‘‘they’’ meaning trine immer- 
sionists, ‘‘ frequently cite Dr. Wall, Doctor Hinton, 
and other modern authors. But these we dismiss at 
once, for their testimony is wholly second handed.’’ 
And does the Doctor reject all testimony that is sec- 
ond-handed? ‘Then he does not believe much his- 
tory. 

But let us examine the cases the Doctor intended 
his principle to apply to. Now let us hear Dr. 
Wall. This well known and popular author read 


266 TRINE IMMERSION. 


all the authors of antiquity that he had access to, 
and searched most diligently the records of an- 
tiquity to find infant baptism. But he did not find 
it in the times immediately after the apostles, though 
he thought he did. But he found trine immersion. 
This is what he says: ‘‘ The way of trine immersion 
or plunging the head of the person three times in 
the water, was the general practice of all antiquity.”’ 
—FfTistory of Infant Baptism, Vol. Il, page ro. 
Now, however Dr. Wall obtained his testtmony, it 
must have been strong and satisfactory. He spoke 
with positiveness. 

And so in regard to the statement of Theodoret 
and Sozomon. These two writers of ecclesiastical 
history both allude to what is stated by many writers 
to be a fact, namely, that Eunomius corrupted the 
ordinance of baptism by substituting the single for 
the trine immersion. We have said, both these 
writers allude to Eunomius as making the change. 
But let us see how they allude to it. Theodoret 
thus alludes to it: ‘‘He (Eunomius) subverted the 
law of holy baptism, which had been handed down 
from the beginning from the Lord and the apostles, 
and made a contrary law, asserting that it is not 
necessary to immerse the candidate for baptism 


thrice, nor to mention the names of the Trinity, but 
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to immerse once only into the death of Christ.’’— 
Chrystal’s H[rstory of the Modes of Baptism, page 78. 
Theodoret speaks positively. And, no doubt, he 
felt he was declaring the truth. He lived in the 
century following that in which Eunomius lived. 
We may reasonably suppose he knew whereof he 
affirmed. Sozomen says, ‘‘Some say that this Euno- 
mius was the first who dared to bring forward the 
notion, that the divine baptism ought to be admin- 
istered by a single immersion,’ &c.—/bid, page 78. 
Sozomen was not sure that it was Eunomius who 
changed baptism from the trine to the single action. 
And hence he speaks with caution. His language 
shows that he knew a change had been made. And, 
further, it shows that it was not Theodoret alone 
who believed that Eunomius changed the form of 
baptism. 

We cannot regard these writers as the Doctor 
seems to have done. He makes some insinuations 
that we think he should not have made. “He says, 
in speaking of Theodoret, ‘‘As to baptism by a 
three-fold immersion, he testifies that it was aban- 
doned by Eunomius, though it had been handed 
down from the beginning from the Lord by ¢rad- 
tion. Whether it was a true or false tradition he did 


‘ ? : : 
not inqutre.’’-—-page 21. There are two points in 
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this language of the Doctor to which we must take 
exception. In the Doctor’s language, tradition is 
italicized by him. Now the reader will find by re- 
ferring to our quotation from James Chrystal’s work, 
of Theodoret’s language, that he, Theodoret, does 
not say that trine immersion had been handed down 
from the beginning from the Lord and the apostles, 
by tradition. He simply says, ‘‘He subverted the 
law of holy baptism, which had been handed down 
from the beginning from the Lord and the apostles.’’ 
What would Dr. Forney think if he should preach 
that immersion was handed down from Christ and 
the apostles, and somebody would report that he 
preached that it was handed down by ¢radition. 
Would he not think that he had been misrepresent- 
ed? Theodoret had the Scriptures. And he be- 
lieved it had been handed down through them. So 
affirms Bingham. After declaring that Chrysostom 
made trine immersion a part of the first institution, 
and quotes him as referring trine immersion to the 
formula of baptism given by Christ, he says, ‘‘ And 
Theodoret was of the same opinion: for he charges 
Eunomius as making an innovation upon the original 
institution of baptism, delivered by Christ and his 
apostles.’’—Bingham’s Antiquities a the Christian 
Church, Book X1, Chapter X71. 
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The Doctor makes another insinuation that re- 
flects upon the character of Theodoret. It is in the 
quotation we made. . After representing Theodoret 
as saying the three-fold immersion had been handed 
down by tradition, the Doctor says, in referring to 
Theodoret, ‘‘ Whether it was a true or false tradi- 
tion he did not inquire.’’ See our quotation from 
Dr. Forney. This is a pretty hard charge. It is 
representing Theodoret as being a very careless 
writer. We have seen that he did not use the word 
tradition. And if he had used it, how did the Doc- 
tor know that Theodoret had not inquired to ascer- 
tain whether the tradition was true or false. Surely 
Theodoret never said that he had not so inquired. 

The Doctor, in the chapter we are noticing, has 
showed a very strong desire to invalidate the testi- 
mony of historians favoring trine immersion. We 
presume he has felt the force of their testimony. 
And if he can weaken that testimony by proper 
means, he has a lawful right to do so. But we must 
regard some of his remarks in regard to the witness- 
es referred to, as injudicious. And as we have quot- 
ed Theodoret, we feel that it is proper for us to vin- 
dicate his character, as far as it can be fairly vindi- 
cated. Any historian that is careless in his exami- 


nation of facts, and reckless in his statements, is not 
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worthy of confidence. But we have no reason to 
believe that such was the case with Theodoret. 

Then when writers, whether historians, reformers, 
or theologians, bear testimony to the primitive or 
apostolic character of trine immersion, we receive 
their testimony as the result of their judgments with 
the information they possessed, whether that infor- 
mation was obtained from their personal knowledge, 
or through other sources, and the weight of author- 
ity to which their testimony is entitled, will depend 
upon various circumstances. 

Our eleventh and twelfth chapters contain testi- 
mony more or less of the character above alluded to, 
and when that testimony is candidly examined, 
though much of it has been given long since the 
apostolic age, still, when we consider the character 
of the witnesses, and the circumstances under which 
the testimony has been given, and find as we shall 
do, that they were intelligent men, and disinterested 
witnesses, their testimony should have considerable 
influence. 

2. Testimony of the Early Fathers. Such 1s the 
heading of one of the Doctor’s chapters. He ex- 
amines several of the early Fathers, but does not, 
according to his judgment, find anything of import- 


ance in them for trine immersion. We shall find 
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something more. He first notices Chrysostom. 
The words of Chrysostom alluded to, are these: 
‘‘Christ delivered to his disciples one baptism in 
three immersions of the body, when he said to 
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them, ‘Go, teach all nations. The Doctor says, 
in quoting this passage, ‘‘It would be: a justifiable 
act to reject this testimony entirely, if it may be 
dignified as testimony. The reason is, that it does 
not state a matter of fact at all, but simply gives an 
opinion. He does not say that trine immersion was 
practiced in his day, though we are ready to concede 
that it was. But his testimony is worthless to estab- 
lish that fact.’’—Page 26, 27. The foregoing words 
of Chrysostom do not contain his only testimony to 
trine immersion. He says also, ‘‘ For when we im- 
merse our heads in the water, the old man is buried 
as in atomb below, and wholly sunk forever; then 
as we raise them again, the new man rises in its 
stead. As it is easy for us to dip and lift our heads 
again, so it is easy for God to bury the old man, 
and to shew forth the new. And this is done thrice, 
that you may learn that the power of the Father, 
the Son, and the Holy Ghost fulfilleth all this.’’— 
Lffomilies on John, Homil XXV. This is clear tes- 
timony, and shows not only that Chrysostom carried 
out his own views of baptism, but it shows it was the 
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practice’ of the Church in his day, ‘‘For when we 
immerse our heads in the. water,’’ &c. This indi- 
cates it was the common practice. ‘Then what have 
we in the case of Chrysostom? He was a learned 
Greek. He retired awhile from the world, and shut 
himself up in a cave, and studied most diligently 
and prayerfully the Scriptures. And after all his 
study, and his acquaintance with the Greek lan- 
guage, and his knowledge of the Scriptures, when 
he read the baptismal formula, ‘‘ baptizing them into 
the name of the Father, and of the Son,’’ &c., he 
believed the language conveyed the idea of a trine 
immersion. And this surely, is a considerable testi- 
mony for trine immersion, Then he was a witness 
to the practice of trine immersion in his day. 

We are sorry the Doctor did not understand more 
fully the case of James Chrystal. He says, “wha 
we are not putting it too strongly when we say that 
the words quoted from Chrysostom do not prove 
that trine immersion was practiced in his day can be 
readily illustrated. Mark, he does not say it was 
practiced. Mr. Chrystal, in his “/7story of the Modes 
of Lapitsm, declares just as unequivocally as Chry- 
sostom, that ‘ Christ delivered one baptism in three 
immersions.’ Yet Mr. Chrystal was an Episco- 


palian, and practiced as his church does—sprinkling, 
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and not trine immersion.’’ James Chrystal received 
trine immersion from a Greek Bishop, and has or- 
ganized a church with trine immersion as the form 
of baptism. He is consistent in regard to trine im- 
mersion, as Chrysostom also was. 

‘We next notice Ambrose among the Early Fathers 
the Doctor mentions. The Doctor quotes Ambrose, 
but quotes him as testifying not to trine immersion, 
but to only two immersions. We give the Doctor’s 
language: ‘‘We do not say that three actions were 
not common under Ambrose; but he certainly does 
not so testify. An advocate of trine immersion has 
acknowledged this. He says, ‘He only speaks ‘of 
the two first actions in baptism; the other, in the 
name of the Holy Ghost, must be inferred.’ In 
that way it is easy to derive trine immersion by tra- 
dition from the Apostles. It is unscientific and mis- 
leading. It is known to all readers of church his- 
tory that the distinct personality of the Son was first 
defined, and not until a later Council was the equal- 
ly distinct personality of the Spirit accepted. 
Hence in the testimony of Ambrose we may have a 
hint as to the origin of trine immersion. We do 
not affirm this, for it 1s not in evidence as yet; but 


we have ample reason to believe that such was the 
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origin of the three-fold immersion or baptism.’’— 
Paseo. 

It will be seen from the above, that the Doctor 
found the familiar passage in Ambrose, for it is fa- 
miliar to those who are acquainted with the writings 
of the ancient Fathers, in somewhat of an abridged 
or imperfect form, and conceived the idea from it, 
that it was a step from single to trine immersion. 
But we wonder that the Doctor entertained such a 
thought, as according to his concession, trine immer- 
sion was quite general before the close of the third 
century, see page 10 of his book, and Ambrose was 
not born until about A. D. 340, according to Dr. 
Lardner. If we were inclined to draw upon our 
imagination for ideas, rather than to reason them 
out logically, or to obtain them from historic facts, 
we would say, if we received Ambrose’s two immer- 
sions, as correct, that this was the beginning of a 
departure from the trine to the single immersion. 
But we do not say so. And the Doctor’s the- 
ory is spoiled when we pronounce his reading an 
incorrect reading of Ambrose. And such no doubt 
it is. The Doctor, we presume, read it in an 
abridged form, and thought it was designed as the 
whole. And so the ‘‘advocate of trine immersion’”’ 


to whom the doctor refers, must have read it. We 
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are much surprised that such a mistake was made, 
And the more so, as the Doctor refers to James 
Chrystal’s History of the Modes of Baptism, which 
would indicate that he read that work. ‘The pas- 
sage from Ambrose is in James Chrystal’s book in 
full, the three questions and the three immersions. 
Bingham also has the three immersions, with the 
three questions. 

We shall briefly refer to Monulus, one of the 
Early Fathers to which the Doctor refers. There 
was a Council called at Carthage, A. D. 256, com- 
prised of eighty-seven Bishops. Monulus was one, 
and the following is his language: ‘‘ The true doc- 
trine of our holy mother, the catholic church, hath 
always, my brethren, been with us, and especially in 
the article of baptism, and the trine immersion 
wherewith it is celebrated; our Lord having said: 
Go ye, and baptize the Gentiles, in the name of the 
father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.— 
Marshall’s Translation, Vol. I, page 241. Such is 
the testimony of a Bishop in the Council of Car- 
thage, A. D. 256. It is very clear. He declared 
that trine immersion had been always with them. 
And he does not refer it to tradition, but to the 
words of Christ. 

And how does Dr. Forney dispose of this? He 
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seeks to weaken it, as he usually does such testimony. 
He says, ‘‘ There are some rather suspicious circum- 
stances connected with it.’’ And what are the sus- 
picious circumstances? ‘‘It is said,’’ the Doctor 
remarks, ‘‘that this language was used ‘at the famous 
Council of Carthage.’’’ But ‘‘no Ecumenical 
Council was ever held at Carthage,’’ the Doctor 
says. Can no council be famous but an Ecumenical 
Council? Surely other councils may be famous. 
And this one was famous, for it was composed of 
elghty-seven bishops, and it had under consideration 
subjects of great interest to the Church at that time. 
The Doctor says he had not been able to verify the 
quotation, though he had diligently examined the 
works of Cyprian. This is very strange! We have 
two copies of Cyprian’s Works, and it is in both. 
It is in the copy of his Works which is in the Ante- 
Nicene Library. The passage is all right, and it isa 
strong testimony for trine immersion. The other 
testimonies, those of Cyril, Augustine, and the Apos- 
tolic Constitution, all are on the side of trine immer- 
sion, but as there is nothing special connected with 
them, we shall not notice them further. 

3. The first witnesses for trine immersion. ‘This 
is the heading of the 5th chapter of the Doctor’s 
book. He says: ‘‘The concurrent testimony of his- 
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torians and archeologists is that Tertullian is the 
first author who speaks of trine immersion.’’ P. 35. 
After quoting the following well-known, but misap- 
plied passage from Tertullian, ‘‘Then we are thrice 
dipped, answering somewhat more than the Lord 
prescribed in the gospel,’” he says, ‘‘ Here we have 
trine immersion, as conceded in the opening of this 
discussion ; but beyond this it is not possible to carry 
lteieeeo.  Toltitsmwe reply ; 

first: The idea has obtained very extensively 
among learned men of research and judgment, and 
who had no prejudices in favor of trine immersion, 
that this mode of immersion was the original manner 
of performing Christian baptism. We refer the 
reader to chapters XI and XII, where he will find 
the testimony of such men as we above referred to, 
showing that they believed that trine immersion ex- 
isted before the time of Tertullian, even as early as 
the Apostolic age. It is therefore very evident that 
testimony for trine immersion is to be found beyond 
the time of Tertullian and before A. D. 200, accord- 
ing to the judgment of the authors quoted, or they 
never could, and they never would have affirmed so 
positively that trine immersion was the original man- 
ner of baptizing. 


Secondly: We have shown in chapter XI that Justin 


278 TRINE IMMERSION. 


Martyr is a witness to trine immersion. And we 
recommend the reader to carefully examine what we 
have said in regard to the passage in Justin, in which 
he explains the manner in which baptism was per- 
formed in his day. A careful reading of the passage 
in Justin to which reference has been made, and to 
our remarks upon it, will, we think, convince the 
candid reader that trine immersion was plainly rec- 
ognized by Justin in his description of the manner 
of baptizing in his time. 

Inasmuch as Dr. Forney has misunderstood and 
misapplied the language of Justin, it seems to be 
necessary that we here should give his language 
again, and we shall do so. ‘The Doctor justly re- 
marks, ‘‘ The testimony of Justin Martyr is of great 
importance in this connection. He was born about 
A.D, 89. . «. . - We is the recognized lume 
between the apostolic Fathers and the more distinct 
periods of the early church.’’ P. 51. As the testi- 
mony of Justin is important, we want it read just as 
it was given by him. In describing the manner in 
which Christians of his time baptized, after alluding 
to the preparation of the candidate for baptism, he 
says: ‘Then they are brought by us where there is 
water, and are regenerated in the same manner in 


which we were ourselves regenerated. For in the 
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name of God, the Father and Lord of the universe, 
and of our Saviour Jesus Christ, and of the Holy 
Spirit, they then receive the washing with water. 
For Christ also said, ‘Except ye be born again, ye 
shall not enter into the kingdom of heaven.’ Now, 
that it is impossible for those who have once been 
born to enter into their mother’s wombs, is manifest 
to all. And how those who have sinned and repent 
shall escape their sins, is declared by Esaias the 
prophet, as I wrote above; he thus speaks: ‘Wash 
you, make you clean; put away the evil of your 
doings from your souls; learn to do well; judge the 
fatherless, and plead for the widow; and come and 
let us reason together, saith the Lord. And though 
your sins be as scarlet, I will make them white like 
wool; and though they be as crimson, I will make 
them white as snow. But if ye refuse and rebel, the 
sword shall devour you: for the mouth of the Lord 
hath spoken it.’ 

‘‘And for this [rite] we have learned from the 
apostles this reason. Since at our birth we were 
born without our own knowledge or choice, by our 
parents coming together, and were brought up in bad 
habits and wicked training; in order that we may 
not remain the children of necessity and of igno- 
rance, but may become the children of choice and 
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knowledge, and may obtain in the water the remis- 
sion of sins formerly committed, there is pronounced 
over him who chooses to be born again, and has 
repented of his sins, the name of God the Father 
and Lord of the universe; he who leads to the laver 
the person who is to be washed calling him by this 
name alone. For no one can utter the name of the 
ineffable God; and if any one dare to say that there 
is a name, he raves with hopeless madness. And 
this washing is called illumination, because they who 
learn these things are illuminated in their under- 
standings. And in the name of Jesus Christ, who 
was crucified under Pontius Pilate, and in the name 
of the Holy Ghost, who through the prophets fore- 
told all things about Jesus, he who is illuminated is 
washed.’’— Zhe IVritings of Justin Martyr, pp. 59, 
60. 

It will be noticed that in Justin’s description of 
the manner of baptizing, there is a considerable 
amount of explanation given. He seems to have 
thought this was necessary. Let it be also observed, 
that he describes the manner of using the formula 
for baptizing twice, first in its abridged, or elliptical 
form, saying it was done ‘‘in the name of God, the 
Father and Lord of the universe, and of our Saviour 
Jesus Christ, and of the Holy Spirit.’’ This corre- 
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sponds with the elliptical, or abridged form of the 
formula as we have it in the written form given by 
our Lord. Then we have it in a full form with name 
preceding each of the three divine Persons named 
in the baptismal formula, and into each of whom 
the believer is baptized, thus: ‘‘‘There is pronounced 
over him who chooses to be born again, and has re- 
pented of his sins, the name of God the Father and 
Lord of the universe; he who leads to the laver the 
person that is to be washed calling him by this name 
alone. . . . Andin the name of Jesus Christ, 
who was crucified under Pontius Pilate, and in the 
name of the Holy Ghost.’’ This last form is equiv- 
alent to zxto the name of the Father, and into the 
name of the Son, and tnto the name of the Holy 
Spirit. But this form is the form that Dr. Conant 
and others say the baptismal formula should have to 
require trine immersion. Dr. Conant says, in re- 
ferring to the practice of trine immersion, ‘To jus- 
tify such a practice, the form should have been, 
either ‘in the names of,’ or ‘in the name of the Fa- 
ther, and in the name of the Son, and in the name 
of the Holy Spirit.’’? Therefore, as Justin gives 
the form of baptizing, that Dr. Conant says it should 
have to justify trine immersion, Justin is manifestly 
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a witness to the practice of trine immersion in his 
day. 

Dr. Forney has misinterpreted Justin’s language, 
and that, too, in away which seriously affects its 
meaning, and hence we notice it. The Doctor 
gives correctly the first part of Justin’s description 
of the manner of baptizing. And after he gives the 
first part, he continues to quote Justin as follows: 
‘‘Further on he says: ‘The name of God, the Fa- 
ther and Lord of the universe, is pronounced over 
him who is willing to be born again, and hath re- 
pented of his sins; he who leads him to be washed 
[or bathed] in the laver of baptism saying this only 
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over him. Now, according to the above reading 
of the Doctor’s book, he makes Justin say, that the 
administrator of baptism pronounced only the name 
of God, the Father and Lord of the Universe, over 
him that was baptized. Whereas, if the whole of 
the last part of Justin’s description of baptizing is 
read, it is plain that ‘‘the name of Jesus Christ”’ 
and ‘‘the name of the Holy Ghost’’ were also pro- 
nounced, or repeated in the performance of baptism. 
It was not the name of God ‘‘only’’ that was pro- 
nounced, for we have seen there were two other 


names into which the believer was baptized, or 
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which were pronounced over him. But the qualify- 


’ 


ing word ‘‘only,’’ or ‘‘alone,’’ as ‘‘alone’’ is used 
in the Writings of Justin Martyr, in the Ante-Nicene 
Library, as will be seen in our quotations, refers to 
the name of the first person in the Godhead that 
was used in baptism. It was the name of ‘‘God the 


’ 


Father and Lord of the universe,’’ and no other of 
the several names which are applied to him, that was 
to be the first name used in baptism. 

Webster, in explaining the term JEHovAH, has the 
following in the explanation: ‘‘the sacred, unpro- 
nounceable name of the Eternal.’’ And this prob- 
ably is the ‘‘ineffable’’ name referred to by Justin, 
and which was not to be used ;—‘‘ the name of God 
the Father and Lord of the universe,’’ was the name 
of the first person in the Godhead that was to be 
used in baptism, ‘‘he who leads to the laver the per- 
son who is to be washed calling him by this name 
alone.’’ The administrator was to use the name of 
God alone as the first name -he was to call over the 
person baptized, or it was to be the first name into 
which the person that desired to be born again, was 
to be baptized. After this the person baptized was 
baptized into the name of Jesus Christ, and into the 
name of the Holy Ghost, according to Justin, and 
he thus recognizes in his baptism a trine immersion. 
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In Reeve’s translation of Justin, the latter part of 
the description of the way of baptizing is made 
somewhat plainer, and we shall here insert it. It is 
as follows: ‘‘The penitent, who now makes his Sec- 
ond Birth an act of his own chotce, has called over 
him the Name of God the Father and Lord of all 
things (when we conduct the Person to be baptized 
to the Place of Baptism, we call God by no other 
Name because we have not any appellation for the 
ineffable Majesty of God, that can explain his Nature, 
and if any man pretends to that, We think him mad 
in the highest Degree: this baptism is called //du- 
mination because the Minds of the Catechumens who 
are thus washed are Illuminated) and moreover the 
Person baptized and Illuminated is baptized in the 
LVame of Jesus Christ who was crucified under Pon- 
tius Pilate, and in the ame of the Holy Ghost.” 
By omitting the parenthetical part of the foregoing, 
and reading the remainder, it will read very much 
hike the baptismal formula with the ellipses supplied, 
—baptizing them into the name of the Father, and 
in the name of the Son, and in the name of the 
Holy Ghost, which indicates a trine immersion. 

Thirdly; In our XIth chapter, that on the Histor- 
ical aspect of trine immersion, we have traced, log- 
ically and plainly, trine immersion to the Apostolic 
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age. There must therefore have been witnesses be- 
yond the time of Tertullian, from which the Church 
historians obtained their information upon which 
they affirmed the early practice of’trine immersion. 

4g. Testimony in favor of tmmersion before A. D. 
200. The Dr. has a chapter under the above head- 
ing, in which he labors to prove that the Apostolic 
Fathers .“‘speak at some length of ¢mersion,’’ but 
‘Care all totally silent touching trine immersion.’’— 
P. 43. The Doctor says in the same connection, 
‘‘In some instances they could not readily avoid 
testifying in favor of trine immersion had it been in 
vogue.’’ See the testimonies of Barnabas and Her- 
mas on page 200 of our work. The Doctor 1s surely 
not warranted in excluding trine immersion so 
positively from the testimonies of those Fathers, and 
in making them speak at ‘‘length of immersion.’’ 
They do not directly and positively testify of im- 
mersion. It was not apparently their design to tes- 
tify to the action of baptism, but rather of its happy 
effects. They testify of going down into the water, 
and of coming up out of the water. They, no 
doubt, were immersed. But this is to be inferred 
from the circumstance that they went into the water, 


and from the meaning of the word that expresses 
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the ordinance which they obeyed. Whether they 
were immersed once or thrice, cannot be learned 
from what is said by them of baptism. They say 
nothing to prove a single immersion, or to dis- 
prove a trine immersion. Whatever the baptismal 
formula given by Christ required, they undoubtedly 
did when they went down into the water. 

We must remark again that for the first two hun- 
dred years after its organization, there was no gen- 
eral change in the doctrine and practice of the 
church; and there being no great change in its 
ordinances, there was no necessity for a special de- 
fence of them. And it was particularly so in regard 
to baptism. And hence this ordinance was simply 
referred to, and but little said designed to prove the 
manner in which it was to be performed, as it was 
presumed this would be understood. In our chap- 
ter XI, in which we have discussed our subject in its 
historical aspects, we have proved, and that from 
Baptist testimony, that there was no change in bap- 
tism in the third century from what it was in the 
second, and that there was no change in the second 
century from what it was in the first. Hence we 
have so little in the first 200 years of the history of 


the Church, said in regard to the action of baptism. 


REVIEW OF DR. FORNEY. 287 


In later ages we find more said in regard to it, as 
there was not the same harmony in the views of 
Christians concerning it. 

The advocates of sprinkling make the same objec- 
tion to immersion because the history of the church 
for the first 200 years is so silent on it, that the Doc- 
tor makes against trine immersion. See our refer- 
ence to the Braden-Hughy Debate, in the sixth sec- 
tion of the present chapter. Others besides Mr. 
Hughy have taken the same position. We refer the 
reader to chapter XI of our work, for proof that 
Tertullian was not the first witness for trine immer- 
sion. 

Dr. Schaff has published an edition of Zhe Zeach- 
ing of the Twelve Apostles, an ancient document 
that has excited considerable interest in the Chris- 
tian world. He considers it an important docu- 
ment, and has given it considerable attention. In 
considering various things bearing upon its date, he 
comes to the following conclusion concerning the 
time it was written: ‘‘We may therefore assign the 
Didache with some confidence to the closing years 
of the first century, say between A. D. go and 100.”’ 
P. 122. He speaks of its character in the following 
honorable manner: ‘‘It takes its place among the 
genuine documents of the Apostolic Fathers, so 
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called—-Clement of Rome, Polycarp, Ignatius, Bar- 
nabas, Hermas.’’—P. 14. In remarking upon the 
article on baptism, Dr. Schaff says: ‘‘ Baptism must 
be administered into the triune name (e7s ¢o honoma) 
of the Father, and the Son, and the Holy Spirit. 
This is the prescribed form of Christ (Matt. 28:19). 
The shorter form ‘into the name of Jesus,’ is not 
mentioned. The normal and favorite mode of bap- 
tism is threefold immersion ‘in living water,’ z. e. 
fresh, running water, either 1n a stream or fountain, 
as distinct from standiug water ina pool or cistern.”’ 
In a note the Doctor adds, ‘‘‘ Three times’ is only 
mentioned in connection with pouring, but must, of 
course, be supplied in the normal form of immer- 
sion.’’—Page 32. Then, according to Dr. Schaff, 
this witness for trine immersion is as old as are the 
Apostolic Fathers. 

In giving the early date to the Dédache that Dr. 
Schaff gives it, he dates its origin in the Apostolic 
age, as the Apostle John, at least, was living when 
he believes it was written. And by giving the doc- 
ument the early date that he has given it, and by 
declaring that trine immersion is the ‘‘normal 
mode’’ of baptism taught in it, Dr. Schaff has vir- 
tually revoked what he said in regard to trine im 


mersion when he said, ‘‘ The old practice of a /Aree- 
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fold immersion, which is first mentioned by Tertul- 
lian, is a venerable usage, but cannot be traced to 
the Apostolic age (see Dr. Schaff’s note on Matt. 
28:19, in Lange’s Commentary), for he admits that 
trine immersion can be traced to the Apostolic age, 
according to what he has written concerning the 
Teaching of the Twelve Apostles. 

But why does Dr. Forney dwell so much upon the 
silenee concerning trine immersion among the an- 
cient Fathers, when the same silence obtains toa 
very great degree concerning feet-washing? As the 
title of the Doctor’s book shows, as we have given 
it, he wrote upon the ordinance of feet-washing in 
its historical aspect, as well as upon the historical 
aspect of trine immersion. And in treating of feet- 
washing, he has a chapter under the heading, “‘ Zhe 
Post-Apostolic Practice of Feet-Washing.’’ The 
first authority for feet-washing after the age of the 
apostles that the Doctor cites, is Justin. He does 
not cite one of the Apostolic Fathers. And why 
does he not cite some of them? We presume it was 
because he found them ‘all totally silent touching”’ 
feet-washing, as he declares they were touching trine 
immersion. And if their silence is so much against 
trine immersion, is it any the less against feet-wash- 


ing? It certainly is not. And as the Doctor does 
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not, we presume, consider the silence of the Apos- 
tolic Fathers upon the subject of feet-washing as an 
evidence that it was not practiced in their time, he 
should not urge their silence upon trine immersion 
as an evidence that z¢ was not practiced in their age. 

The Doctor says in referring to Justin as a wit- 
ness to feet-washing, ‘‘He is the first author after 
the Apostles, so far as we know, in whose writings 
this subject is mentioned. We have not his words 
at our command, and so can only state upon the au- 
thority of others that he speaks of the washing of 
feet as a religious rite.’",-—P. 106. We are somewhat 
surprised that the Doctor did not himself examine 
Justin so that he could upon his own authority de- 
clare him to be a witness to the washing of feet as a 
religious rite. We presume he could have had access 
to Justin’s works. But the Doctor has quoted a con- 
siderable amount of testimony second-handed to 
prove that the ancient Christians washed feet as a re- 
ligious rite, though he depreciated so much, such 
testimony in defence of trine immersion. And in 
this he is not very consistent. 

We doubt whether any testimony for feet-washing 
as a religious rite is to be found in the writings of 
Justin Martyr. We do not affirm there is no such 


testimony, for this we would nat do without care- 
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fully reading Justin’s works. And this we cannot 
now do. We have examined his writings to some 
extent, but find no testimony to feet-washing as a re- 
ligious rite. And from the circumstance that Dr. 
Forney does not refer to such testimony, and from 
other circumstances, we entertain some doubts 
whether there is such testimony in Justin’s writings. 

If Justin is a witness to feet-washing, the Doctor 
has but one witness in his historical argument for 
feet-washing in about 225 years, as he claims none 
after Justin until the time of Origin. And he 
claims none before Justin—none among the Apos- 
tolic Fathers. Such being the fact in regard to tes- 
timony among the ancient Fathers concerning feet- 
washing, according to the Doctor’s own claims, he 
cannot with any propriety whatever, urge with so 
much persistency as he has done, the silence of the 
ancient Fathers upon trine immersion as an argu- 
ment against its divine authority, as the same argu- 
ment may be used against feet-washing. 

5. Lrine Immersion based on Tradition. In the 
chapter of his work having the above heading, the 
Doctor says: ‘‘We hence propose to show further 
that the weight of testimony, even in the times when 
trine immersion was so widely practiced, is in favor 


of its traditionary origin.’’ P. 57. This is the 
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common opinion of single immersionists. We did 
something to refute this error in the tenth chapter 
of our work, but as Dr. Forney has said so much 
upon the subject of tradition, we shall say something 
more to set the Ancient Fathers right upon the sub- 
ject of trine immersion. 

Tertullian, Jerome, Basil, and other ancient Fa- 
thers practiced trine immersion, as is universally ad- 
mitted. But Dr. Forney and single immersionists 
say, that they practiced it upon the authority of tra- 
dition alone. Now ‘single immersionists hold that 
those ancient Fathers believed immersion to be the 
action of baptism taught in the Scriptures. And if 
single immersionists were asked what mode of im- 
mersion they thought those ancient Fathers believed 
was taught in the Scriptures, the answer undoubtedly 
would be, single immersion. ‘Then those ancient 
Fathers found, according to the views of single im- 
mersionists, single immersion in the Scriptures, and 
trine immersion in the traditionary teaching in the 
times in which they lived. And by practicing trine 
immersion and not single, they plainly exalted tradi- 
tion above the Scriptures, and also made tradition 
and the Scriptures contradict each other. This is 
the unavoidable conclusion that we must come to in 


accepting the theory of single immersionists that the 
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ancient Fathers believed in single immersion as 
taught in the Scriptures, and yet practiced trine im- 
mersion. And such a conclusion fastens a stigma 
upon their Christian characters which renders them 
utterly unworthy of the least respect as Christian 
teachers. We quote a passage in the Doctor’s book 
in reference to Basil. It is on page 60. 

‘¢Basil (died A. D. 379) furnishes strong testimony 
for our position. With others of the Fathers of the 
Church, he speaks of immersion as having been es- 
tablished as an. ordinance by the Lord, but that 
¢trine immersion was derived through tradition. 
Thus he says: ‘There is but one death for the world 
and one resurrection from the dead, of both which 
baptism [or immersion, as Chrystal renders it, an 
advocate of trine immersion] isa type. ‘Therefore 
has the Lord, the dispenser of life, established the 
rite of baptism [immersion—Chrystal] for us, that 
it might afford a figure of death and life.’ But 
when he refers to the three-fold baptism, or triple 
immersion, he states that it was derived through tra- 
dition, (De Spirit, Sanct:, CXXVIl).””” ‘vould 2 
Forney have us to understand that Basil referred to 
single immersion when he speaks of baptism in the 
above language attributed to him? It would seem 


so. But surely we cannot accept of such an idea. 
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Whenever he refers to Christian baptism, he refers to 
trine immersion. In connection with the above 
ideas, Basil has the following: ‘‘In three immer- 
sions, therefore, and in the same number of invoca- 
tions, the great mystery of baptism is finished, so 
that both the figure of death is exhibited and the 
souls of the baptized are illuminated by the trans- 
mission (or gift) of the knowledge of God.’’—//7s- 
tory of the Modes of Baptism, p. 71. In the lan- 
guage above quoted, Basil expressly names trine im- 
mersion, showing plainly that it is trine immersion 
that he means when he speaks of immersion in the 
passage quoted by Dr. Forney. We cannot then 
avoid the conclusion, that if those ancient Fathers 
believed immersion was taught in the Scriptures, 
they believed it was trine immersion. 

Though we have said something in the tenth chap- 
ter of our work to correct the error which has been 
circulated through a wrong interpretation of a pas- 
sage in the writings of Tertullian, as Dr. Forney has 
repeated the error, and tried to justify the miscon- 
struction of Tertullian’s language, we shall offer fur- 
ther testimony to correct the error to which an allu- 
sion is above made. The error is that which makes 
Tertullian say, that trine immersion is more than the 


Lord commanded. Such was his scholarship, his 
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zeal, and his piety, and living so near the Apostolic 
age that he did, he possessed considerable influ- 
ence in the church at the time in which he lived, 
and his writings still possess considerable influence, 
as is shown by the frequent use that is made of them. 
And very frequent use has been made of the passage 
we have referred to, against trine immersion. And 
we have no doubt that it has had much influence in 
producing the strong prejudice that exists against 
trine immersion. We therefore feel that a full expo- 
sition of the error is demanded in our discussion of 
trine immersion. 

We shall quote the passage in Tertullian, in which 
his words occur, that have been so erroneously con- 
strued. He says: ‘‘To deal with this matter briefly, 
I shall begin with baptism. When we are going to 
enter the water but a little before, in the presence of 
the congregation and under the hand of the presi- 
dent, we solemnly profess that we disown the devil, 
and his pomp, and his angels. Hereupon we are 
thrice immersed, making a somewhat ampler pledge 
than the Lord has appointed in the Gospel. Then, 
when we are taken up [as new-born children], we 
taste first of all a mixture of milk and honey, and 
from that day we refrain from the daily bath fora 
whole week. We take also, in meetings before day- 


296 TRINE IMMERSION. 


break, and from the hand of none but the presidents, 
the sacrament of the Eucharist, which the Lord both 
commanded to be eaten at meal-times, and enjoined 
to be taken by all [alike]. As often as the anniver- 
sary comes round, we make offerings for the dead as 
birthday honors. We count fasting or kneeling on 
the Lord’s day to be unlawful. We rejoice in the 
same privilege also from Easter to Whitsunday. We 
feel pained should any wine or bread, even though 
our own, be cast upon the ground. At every for- 
ward step and movement, and every going in and 
out, when we put on our clothes and shoes, when we 
bathe, when we sit at table, when we light the lamps, 
on couch or seat, in all the ordinary actions of daily 
life, we trace upon the forehead the sign [of the 
cross]. If for these and other such rules, you insist 
upon having positive Scripture injunction, you will 
find none. Tradition will be held forth to you as 
the originator of them, custom as their strengthener, 
and faith as their observer.’’—Ante-icene Christian 
Lupe, Vol. XI, Pp. 339, 337. 

Now the question is, how much ampler was the 
pledge they made than the Lord in the gospel com- 
manded? Dr. Forney and many of the single im- 
mersionists say it was two dips in baptism. Some of 


the advocates of sprinkling say it was the three dips. 
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In a lengthy debate between Mr. Braden, of the 
Disciple church, and Mr. Hughy, of the M. E. 
church, the latter says, ‘‘The gentleman asserted 
that I misrepresented Tertullian. Tertullian says: 
‘We are immersed three times, fulfilling somewhat 
more than our Lord in the gospel commands.’ Mr. 
Braden says that Tertullian meant that the two extra 
dips were more than ‘our Lord in the gospel com- 
mands;’ but what authority has he for that state- 
ment? I say Tertullian meant ‘the three extra dips,’ 
that he meant immersion was ‘fulfilling somewhat 
more than our Lord in the gospel commands.’ [ 
challenge the gentleman to show a single case of im- 
mersion before the time of Tertullian, A. D. 200, 
and with the first mention of immersion we have the 
acknowledgment, it is ‘more than our Lord re- 
quires!’ Tertullian never heard of the single dip in 
baptism.’’—Braden—Hughy Debate, p. 152. What 
do Dr. Forney and the single immersionists think of 
this? They, no doubt, think that Mr. Hughy’s 
construction of Tertullian’s language is a manifest 
misrepresentation of his meaning. And so we must 
regard the construction of Tertullian’s language that 
makes him say, that the three immersions which were 
practiced in his time were ‘‘ fulfilling somewhat more 


than our Lord in the gospel commands.’’ With the 
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same propriety that Dr. Forney and Mr. Hughy say 
that Tertullian meant that three immersions in bap- 
tism are more than the Lord commands, the Quaker 
Friends may say that he meant water baptism alto- 
Peciict, 

It was evidently in regard to what is called the re- 
nunciation, that Tertullian says they made a some- 
what ampler pledge than the Lord commands. This 
renunciation had been enlarged in Tertullian’s time. 
‘¢We disown the devil, and his pomp, and his an- 
gels.’? We have not this full form of renunciation 
given by our Lord in the gospel. And hence Ter- 
tullian could say as he did. And what they did on 
the authority of tradition was not trine immersion, 
but those ceremonies that he enumerates, as follow- 
ing baptism. 

There are two reasons for believing that Tertullian 
did not design to say in the passage quoted, that 
trine immersion is more than the Lord required. 
First. is language fairly and intelligently con- 
strued, will plainly show his meaning is not what 
single immersionists put upon it. We have seen in 
the quotation that we have given above from his 
writings what he says according to his translator. 
We now give Dr. Duncan’s rendering of the pas- 


sage: ‘*Being about to approach the water, both 
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there, and also in the church a short time before, 
we testify, under the hand of the president, that we 
renounce the devil, his pomp, and his angels. Then 
we are immersed three times; having responded 
somewhat more at length than the Lord has deter- 
mined in the Gospel.’’—/fistory of the Baptists, pp. 
ec, 129. Alexander Campbell renders the passage 
thus: ‘‘To begin with baptism, when we are ready 
to enter into the water, and even before we make 
our protestations before the bishop, and in the 
church, that we renounce the devil, all his pomp 
and ministers: afterward, we are plunged in the wa- 
ter three times, and they make us answer to some 
things which are not precisely set down in the gos- 
pel, —Canpbell and Purcell Debate, p. 129, 

Dr. Forney says, in referring to Dr. Wall, on page 
61 of his book, ‘‘And as quoted by Dr. Wall, Ter- 
tullian distinctly admits that the practice of trine 
immersion is without Scriptural authority.’’ Now 
we shall give Dr. Wall’s translation of the passage in 
Tertullian under consideration. It is as follows: 
‘‘We do renounce the Devil, and his pomp, and his 
angels. Then we are three times plunged into the 
water: and we answer some few words more than 
those which our Saviour in the gospel has enjoined.”’ 
Wall's History of Infant Baptism, Vol. IT, p. 420. 
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It surely is not in the passage in Tertullian under 
consideration that Dr. Wall finds an admission by 
him that the practice of “‘trine immersion is with- 
out Scriptural authority.’’ For Dr. Wall’s render- 
ing of the passage shows very plainly that what was 
more than the Lord requires, was not additiopal im- 
mersions in baptism, but the answering “‘ some few 
words more.’’ Let this be carefully noticed. Dr. 
Wall’s translation settles the matter, for it shows that 
it was not baptism that Tertullian alluded to when 
he speaks of doing something more than the Lord 
commanded. 

We shall next give Dr. Conant’s translation of the 
passage: ‘‘Then we are three times immersed, an- 
swering somewhat more than the Lord prescribed in 
the Gospel.’’—~ Laptezein, p. 77. Dr. Conant’s 
translation is correct, but we think it was not judi- 
cious in him to detach the words he gives from the 
context, as they are likely to convey a wrong idea in 
being so detached. 

Dr. Forney thus refers to Dr. Conant: ‘*‘ Then 
we are three times immersed, answering [or fulfilling] 
somewhat more than the Lord prescribed in the Gos- 
pel.’ This is Dr. Conant’s translation, who is fully 
able to determine the meaning of Tertullian’s words.’’ 


If Dr. Conant was ‘fully able to determine the 
; \ 
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meaning of Tertullian’s words,’’ and translated re- 
spondentes ‘‘answering,’’ why did Dr. Forney add 
‘‘fulfilling’’ to answering in Dr. Conant’s transla- 
tion, as it will be seen he did, by comparing Dr. 
Conant’s translation as we have given it, with his 
translation as given by Dr. Forney? 

Let the reader carefully notice that in all the trans- 
lations of Tertullian which we have given, from Dr. 
Duncan, Mr. Campbell, Dr. Wall, Dr. Conant, and 
the translator of Tertullian in the Avzte-Vicene Lt- 
brary, not one translates respondentes by * fulfilling,”’ 
as Dr. Forney would do. Three translate it by az- 
swertng, one by responding, and one by pledging, 
clearly showing that it was the renunciation, and not 
the three immersions in baptism to which Tertullian 
alluded when he says, ‘‘ Hereupon we are thrice im- 
mersed, making a somewhat ampler pledge than the 
Lord has appointed in the Gosnel.”’ 

The second reason which we have for believing | 
that Tertullian does not affirm in the passage we have 
been. considering, that trine immersion is more than 
the Lord has commanded in the gospel, is contained 
in the fact, that he plainly declares that trine immer- 
sion is commanded in the gospel. 

Dr. Forney introduces the passage at length from 


Tertullian which we have examined, and after using 
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it as best he could, against trine immersion, he pro- 
ceeds to say, ‘‘ Trine immersion is introduced only 
in this connection, where Tertullian is speaking of 
practices for which ‘ you will find no Scripture in- 
junction.’ He also wrote a treatise (De Baptismo) 
on baptism, but he nowhere therein refers to the 
triple immersion. We have here a definite and posi- 
tive reason for holding that Tertullian, the first to 
mention trine immersion, classes it among those 
practices for which, if ‘you insist upon having posi- 
tive Scripture injunction, you will find none.’’’  P. 
63. The Doctor is mistaken in asserting that ‘‘trine 
immersion is introduced ov/y in this connection,” 
that is, he is mistaken, and greatly mistaken, in as- 
serting that the passage in Tertullian, in his work on 
the Soldier’s Crown, which we have had under con- 
sideration, is the only place in his writings in which 
-trine immersion is introduced. The several mistakes 
that the Doctor has fallen into concerning the writ- 
ings of the Fathers, would seem to indicate that he 
had not read those writings with the care that he 
should have done before he made the use of them 
he did in his work against trine immersion. 

In referring to Tertullian Dr. Forney says, ‘* He 
also wrote a treatise (De Baptismo) on baptism, but 


he nowhere therein refers to the triple immersion.”’ 
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And were his treatises on the Sofdier’s Crown and 
on Baptism the only ones he wrote? By no means. 
Wis works comprise four volumes in the Avfe-Wicene 
Christian Library. We wrote a treatise (Addversus 
Praxeas), Against Praxeas. And in that treatise he 
refers to trine immersion, and gives not tradition as 
his authority for it, but the command of Christ. 
The object of his writing against Praxeas was to show 
that the views of Praxeas concerning the Trinity 
were not according tc the Scrivtures, and that his 
own views were. It was not in an argument to prove 
trine immersion that the reference to trine Immersion 
was made by Tertullian in his treatise against Prax- 
eas, but in an argument to prove the distinct person- 
ality of the Father and the Son in the Godhead. 
The passage reads as follows: ‘‘ Christ appointed 
baptism to be administered not in the name of one, 
but three, Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. There- 
fore we are dipped not once, but thrice, unto every 
person at the mention of each name.’’—Antiquitics 
of the Christian Church, B. XJ, ch. L1f. We Nave 
given Bingham’s translation of the passage. On 
pages 194 and 195 of our work we have given Dr. 
Duncan’s rendering of the passage. And by com- 
paring the two translations it will be seen that they 


are very similar. And this passage proves to a moral 
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demonstration that Tertullian considered the direct 
authority of Christ in the baptismal formula as the 
origin of trine immersion. He declares that ‘‘ Christ 
appointed baptism to be administered not in the 
name of one, but three, Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghost. Therefore we are dipped thrice, unto every 
person at the mention of each name.’’ ‘Trine im- 
mersion is directly attributed to the appointment of 
Christ. ‘* Therefore we are thrice dipped: (am 
were they thrice dipped? Because ‘‘ Christ appoint- 
ed baptism to be adminis‘ered not in the name of 
one, but three, Father, Son, and Holy Ghost.”’ And 
while this passage in his controversy with Praxeas, 
proves that Tertullian understood trine immersion to 
be authorized directly by Christ, it follows that the 
interpretation of the passage in the Soldier’s Crown, 
which makes him say that trine immersion is some- 
what more than the Lord appointed, is an erroneous 
interpretation of the passage. 

We have with care, and considerable thorough- 
ness, examined the testimonies of Tertullian, and 
find that he has been greatly misrepresented to the 
prejudice of trine immersion. And instead of say- 
ing the least to disparage it, he has given positive 
testimony to its divine origin. And why men, who 


should have known better, have so misrepresented 
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him, and that to the prejudice of a fair examination 
of the correct action of a Christian ordinance, we 
know not, and we judge not, but regret that it has 
beenedone. 

‘Dr. Forney apparently has relied on others for an 
interpretation of Tertullian on trine immersion, and 
he has been greatly misled. He says: ‘‘ Tertullian 
died A. D. 220, and wrote his principal works within 
the last twenty years of his life. How long before 
that date trine immersion was practiced he does not 
in any wise intimate; although, according to the 
opinion of many learned authors, he does testify 
that it was not instituted by Christ and practiced by 
the Apostles.’’ P. 36. Had Dr. Forney and his 


} 


‘learned authors’’ read more thoroughly and more 
carefully, the writings of Tertullian, they would 
have known more in regard to Tertullian’s real sen- 
timents concerning trine immersion, and those 
‘‘learned men’’ would never have entertained the 
opinion that Tertullian ‘‘does testify that it [trine 
immersion] was not instituted by Christ and prac- 
ticed by the apostles,’’ for he did not so testify. But 
he testifies just the reverse of what they say. He 
testifies that Christ appointed trine immersion, as we 
have proved by his own language translated by com- 
petent and impartial men. 
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6. Origin of Trine Immersion. The above is the 
heading of the last chapter of the Doctor’s work 
against trine immersion. We would give the entire 
chapter if our space permitted. But it does not. 
We shall, however, give several paragraphs of the 
chapter, that his views and arguments may be prop- 
erly stated, and our reply understood. 

The Doctor states several circumstances that he 
thinks had a tendency to introduce errors and inno- 
vations into the church; and names infant baptism 
as an illustration and confirmation of his position. 
He had previously devoted a chapter of his book to 
‘¢The innovations based on Tradition.’’ But we do 
not think it necessary to refer especially to his re- 
marks upon innovation, for, though they were de- 
signed to bear against trine immersion, they do not 
properly apply to it, for it was not, as we have 
shown, an innovation, but the form of immersion 
appointed by Christ. Whether trine immersion or 
single was an innovation is the point we are discuss- 
ing. If trine immersion is the form of baptism in- 
stituted by Christ, as we have proved it is, then sin- 
gle immersion is an innovation. Then after his gen- 
eral remarks upon innovations and errors in the 
doctrine and practice of the early church, the Doctor 
proceeds as follows: 
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‘If such results have followed the development of 
these doctrines, is not the possibility clearly evident 
that a modification or a more positive formation of 
trinitariah ideas might lead to a triplication of the 
baptism instituted by Christ? History records the 
fact that the doctrine concernidg the Father, the 
Son, and the Holy Spirit, and their interrelations, 
was gradually evolved. Into the details of this evo- 
lution we cannot now enter, but our readers can 
readily verify our statement by consulting any stand- 
ard work on the history of Christian doctrines. 
Suffice it here to say, that the term ¢réwz¢ty did not 
take its place in the language of Christian theology 
until the time of Tertullian. Through his teachings 
the term Soz was first quite distinctly applied to the 
personality of the Logos; and by him also, or by 
Theophylus, A. D. 183, the word ¢riuitas was first 
employed to designate the Divine mystery of three 
persons in the unity of one Godhead (Hodge). Be- 
fore this date it could, with little truth, be said that 
the doctrine of the essential Trinity was adequately 
understood. Some confounded the Logos with the 
Spirit, and others denied him a co-ordinate relation 
to the Father and the Son; while still others held to 
that peculiar system of subordination in which the 
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Son was made inferior to the Father, and the Holy 
Spirit to both the Father and Son. 

‘‘That these views might have some influence on 
the mode of baptism, changing it from a single to a 
threefold immersion, is quite possible. And the 
more so if it should be made apparent that either 
the whole of Matthew’s Gospel, which alone con. 
tains what is designated as ‘‘the longer daptismal 
Jormula’’ (Matt. 28: 19), or that paragraph embrac- 
ing the said daptismal formula, was unknown in Af- 
rica before the doctrine of the Trinity had been so 
fully developed. Eusebius tells us (Eccl. Hist.) that 
the Hebrew Gospel of Matthew was found among 
the Christians in India in the latter part of the sec- 
ond century, by Pantezenus, the missionary and phi- 
losopher; who afterwards with so much celebrity 
presided over the catechetic school at Alexandria in 
Egypt (Hist. Books of the Bible, p. 166). What 
more natura! than that the concurrence of these two 
facts, viz.: The more complete and perfect develop- 
ment of the ¢7uus, threefold or three-in-one God, 
and the discovery of the Gospel by Matthew with its 
baptismal formula, ‘into the name of the Father, 
and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost,’ should 
have had sufficient influence to change the single into 
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a threefold baptism—the ‘one baptism in three im- 
mersions’ to correspond with the one Godhead in 
three persons? And how natural, too, that it should 
at once and with assurance, be asserted that this 
mode of baptism is authorized by the formula, and 
so is of Afostolic origin. Such a change would be 
of no .moment compared wifh ihe introduction of 
infant baptism. 

‘And now let it be remembered that about this 
time trine immersion was probably first practiced, 
according to the testimony which we have reviewed, 
and that it 1s first mentioned in the very place to 
which for the first time Panteenus brought the He- 
brew Gospel by Matthew. Before this time we have 
also no record of the use of the baptismal formula in 
Matthew in the administration of the ordinance. 
Baptism had been generally administered only in the 
name of Jesus. Neander, the prince of modern ec- 
clesiastical historians, says that the formula of bap- 
tism which is regarded as the older is the shorter one 
which refers only to Christ, io which there is allusion 
in the New Testament. Dr. Hare also says in his 
Church History: ‘Baptism as an initiatory rite was 
performed simply in the name of Jesus.’ This sen- 
tence occurs in his chapter on the ‘ Apostolic Church,’ 
in his ‘History of the Christian Church.’ Robin- 
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son, In his History of Baptism, says: ‘There is no 
mention of baptizing in the name of the Father, and 
of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, in immediately 
post-Apostolic times.” This testimony, of a nega- 
tive character, certainly becomes very strong and sig- 
nificant in view of the fact that Peter enjoined bap- 
tism ‘in the name of Jesus Christ’ (Acts 2: 38); that 
‘when Philip preached in Samaria, to which place 
Peter and John were sent upon hearing ‘that Samaria 
had received the Word of God,’ those who believed 
‘were baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus’ (Acts 
8:5; 12:16); and that under the instrictionsmon 
Paul those who had been baptized ‘unto John’s bap- 
tism’ were ‘baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus’ 
CXei=119 33,5). 

‘‘But as soon as the doctrine of the Trinity was 
developed, and the Gospel of Matthew brought 
from India to Egypt, trine immersion, with individ- 
ual exceptions, became gradually the rule. To the 
use of the formula furnished by Matthew in the ad- 
ministration of trine immersion, we have the testi- 
mony of Augustine (de Bapt., lib. vi., cap. 25), 
Cyprian (Epist. lxxili.), Tertullian (de Bapt., c. 13), 
and others. Basil speaks of baptism as invalid if 
not administered with the words of the formula in 
Matthew (De Sp. Scto., cap. 12). But Ambrose fa- 
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vored the use of the shorter formula. But the for- 
mula found in Matthew had, probably, as much, if 
not more, to do with the introduction of trine 1m- 
mersion as a correct and dogmatic view of the doc- 
trine of the Trinity, though Marcion and his fol- 
lowers continued at least for some time to use the 
shorter formula. The Marcionites, the Valentinians, 
the Praxeans, and the Monarchians were distinct 
schools or sects which originated about the middle 
of the second century and before its close. At least 
the former two were Gnostic sects. Some of these 
Gnostic sects wholly rejected baptism; but the Mar- 
cionites and Valentinus and his followers held bap- 
tism in high esteem (Hagenbach). ‘They did not 
belong to the church—the Catholic church—of that 
time, and Hagenbach testifies that their ‘mode of 
baptism affered from that of the Catholic church.’ 
What was their mode of baptizing? Hagenbach 
says it was ¢r7ve immersion—‘ The threefold baptism 
of the Marcionites.’ Thurman also states that Mar- - 
cion, the leader of the Marcionites, commenced ‘to 
baptize the Gentiles by dipping them three times.’ 
Marcion pretended to bring about the restoration of 
primitive doctrine and polity; but is set down here 
by these two authorities as deviating from the prac- 


tice of the Catholic, or general church as it was then, 
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in the matter of baptism. We do not know upon 
what authority these statements are made, as no an- 
cient writer mentions trine immersion before Tertul- 
lian, who was born A. D. 160. But we know that 
Hagenbach is an almost undisputed authority on 
matters of church doctrine, and that Thurman is not 
likely to state so important a point without some ad- 
equate testimony to sustain it. It is also in perfect 
harmony with other ascertained facts. Thus it will 
account for the silence of all the Fathers down to 
the time of Tertullian on the subject of trine immer- 
sion. And it fully agrees with the inference natur- 
ally to be drawn from the testimony of Tertullian 
and the instance of baptism with sand already no- 
ticed, that trine immersion must have been intro- 
duced before A. D. 200.”’’ 

Then according to the Doctor’s explanation of the 
origin of trine immersion, there are two causes that 
originated it in Africa, in which country he thinks it 
originated. The first of these is the more full de- 
velopment of the Trinity. And the second is the 
introduction of the Gospel of Matthew into Africa 
by Panteenus from India. ‘‘What more natural,”’ 
says the Doctor, ‘‘ than that the concurrence of these 
two facts, viz.: The more complete and perfect de- 


velopment of the ¢r7aus, threefold or three-in-one 
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God, and the discovery of the Gospel by Matthew 
with its baptismal formula, ‘into the name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost,’ 
should have had sufficient influence to change the 
single into a threefold baptism—the ‘one baptism in 
three immersions’ to correspond with the one God- 
head in three persons?’’ The Doctor continues: 
‘¢But as soon as the doctrine of the Trinity was de- 
veloped, and the Gospel of Mattbew brought from 
India to Egypt, trine immersion, with individual ex- 
ceptions, became gradually the rule. . . . But 
the formula in Matthew had, probably, as much, if 
not more, to do with the introduction of trine im- 
mersion as correct and dogmatic views of the doc- 
time of the Trinity.”’ 

It would appear from the Doctor’s language, that 
he would have his readers to understand that the 
views of the Trinity developed at the time to which 
he refers, that is, at the time he thinks trine immer- 
sion was introduced, were correct views. And it is 
reasonable that the Doctor should consider those 
views as generally sound, as we presume he is in har- 
mony with his church, and it is represented as hold- 
ing trinitarian views in regard to the Godhead. 
That the prevailing sentiments of the Christians at 
the time to which the Doctor refers were tolerably 
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sound, may be inferred from the fact that Tertullian’s 
views which seem to have generally prevailed then, 
are considered orthodox by trinitarians. 

Mr. Jones, the Baptist Church historian, says of 
Tertullian’s views and treatise on the Trinity: ‘It 
is, however, due to him to say, that he defended, 
with great clearness and ability, the doctrine of the 
revealed distinction in the Godhead, against Praxeas, 
who had propagated sentiments subversive of the 
Christian faith. In that work he treats of the Trin- 
ity in unity—Father, Son, and Holy Spirit—yet one 
God ;—of the Lord Jesus Christ as both God and 
man; as at once the Son of man and the Son of 
God ;—and of the Holy Spirit as the Comforter and 
Sanctifier of believers; and this he describes as the 
rule of the faith which had obtained from the be- 
ginning of the gospel.’ /Zistory of the Christian 
Church, by William Jones, Vol. I, p. 174. 

Now if trine immersion in Africa followed upon 
the introduction of the Gospel of Matthew, and the 
complete development of the Godhead, into that 
country, is not this circumstance a strong, and con- 
clusive argument in favor of its Divine authority, if 
we accept the baptismal formula in Matthew as of 
Divine authority? We believe it is. And if we un- 
derstand the Doctor’s statements and reasoning, he 
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seems to concede to trine immersionists what they 
claim, when they claim that trine immersion is the 
form of baptism taught in the baptismal formula con- 
tained in the gospel of Matthew. That formula is 
our authority for trine immersion. If Church his- 
tory, or any other source, will afford us confirming 
testimony, we accept it, and use it, but our main au- 
thority is the baptismal formula as given in the gos- 
pel of Matthew. ‘This is seen throughout our dis- 
cussion of the subject. 

But we do not overlook the idea, that, though the 
Doctor seems to admit that the introduction of the 
gospel according to Matthew, and the perfect devel- 
opment of the Godhead, led to the practice of trine 
immersion in Africa, that he regarded this as a 
change from single immersion. He considered sin- 
gle immersion as the original mode; and trine im- 
mersion as an innovation. But Matthew wrote his 
gospel in the age of the Apostles, and the effects of 
its teaching were felt in that age. And who will 
doubt for a moment that the development of the 
Godhead was as complete in the faith and preaching 
of the apostles as it was at the time the Doctor dates 
the origin of trine immersion? If then the Gospel 
according to Matthew with its baptismal formula as 


appointed by our Lord, and the knowledge of the 
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complete development of the Godhead, were in ex- 
istence in the apostolic age, and if these led to the 
practice of trine immersion in a later age in Africa, 
they would also lead to the same practice in the 
Apostolic age in whatever country they existed. 
This will be readily acknowledged by the reflecting, 
intelligent, and candid. 

Again: The Gospel according to Matthew was 
translated into the Greek language in the Apostolic 
age, if it was not written originally in that language. 
See Introduction to the Gospel of Matthew in 
Lange’s Commentary. And further, it will be ad- 
mitted that Matthew preached the gospel as he wrote 
it. Then, as he wrote the baptismal formula, so he 
preached it. And as he wrote that the Lord com- 
manded his disciples to baptize ‘‘into the name of 
the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit,’’ 
so he no doubt himself baptized. And as he bap- 
tized, so did all the apostles. And as we have al- 
ready remarked, no doubt the apostles, as they were 
inspired by the Holy Spirit, would have as correct a 
view of the Godhead as those had at the time the 
Doctor says trine immersion was introduced into Af- 
rica. If then, according to his theory of the origin 
of trine immersion, as complete a development of 
the Godhead had prevailed in the Apostolic age as 
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prevailed when trine immersion was introduced, and 
there certainly had, and if the gospel of Matthew 
prevailed also in the Apostolic age, as it surely did, 
then did trine immersion also prevail in the age of 
the apostles, and in all places in which those influ- 
ences existed, which, the Doctor thinks, led to the 
practice of trine immersion. 

And according to the above legitimate deductions 
drawn from the Doctor’s theory of the origin of 
trine immersion, it did not originate in Africa in the 
latter part of the second century, when Pantzenus 
brought the Gospel by Matthew from India to Alex- 
andria. For the causes to which the Doctor attrib- 
utes trine immersion had evidently existed before it 
was introduced into Egypt, in the latter part of the 
second century. 

The idea advanced repeatedly by Dr. Forney that 
trine immersion originated in Africa, is contradicted 
by very good authority. The following testimony is 
positive: ‘‘In the Greek church we find the shree- 
fold immersion earlier and more prevalent than in 
the Latin; whence the Greeks objected to the Lat- 
ins.’’—Anapp's Christian Theology, p. 486. Then 
according to good authority trine immersion was 
practiced among the Greeks before it was among the 


Latins. And we have no reason whatever to believe 
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that trine immersion was an innovation, and that it 
took the place of single immersion in Africa. Our 
course of reasoning with the Doctor’s admissions 
have conclusively proved, that trine immersion was 
the mode of immersion practiced in the Apostolic 
age. 

But as the baptismal formula given by Matthew so 
plainly indicates a trine immersion, and as it was re- 
garded by Dr. Forney as one of the things that led 
to trine immersion, to counteract its influence and 
thus prevent it from promoting the cause of trine 
immersion, the Doctor insinuates it was not practiced 
by the apostles nor their immediate successors. He 
says, ‘‘ Before this time [referring to the latter part 
of the second century], we have also no record of 
the use of the baptismal formula in Matthew in the 
administration of the ordinance. Baptism had been 
generally administered only in the name of Jesus.”’ 
See this language in our quotation from the Doctor. 
In the first chapter of our book, we have discussed 
at some length Zhe Baptismal Formula of the 
Church, and have proved that the formula in Mat- 
thew is the form of baptism to be used by the 
church. And we do not think it necessary to say 
much upon this subject here. _ 

We cannot but question the correctness of the 
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Doctor’s statements, with the testimonies that we 
have in Christian writers in regard to the prevalence 
in the early church of what he calls the shorter 
form of baptism, namely, that administered ‘‘in the 
name of Jesus.’’ He says, near the beginning of 
the third paragraph that we have quoted from his 
chapter on the origin of trine immersion, as will be 
seen in referring to the quotation, ‘‘ Before this time 
[meaning the latter part of the second century], we 
have also no record of the use of the baptismal for- 
mula in Matthew in the administration of the ordi- 
nance. Baptism had been generally administered 
only in the name of Jesus.’’ He refers to the same 
authorities, and uses nearly the same languages, in 
another place of his work, namely, on page 55. He 
there says, ‘‘It is generally conceded that during the 
time of the Apostles, as well as in the earliest post- 
Apostolic times, baptism was administered in the 
name of Jesus.’’ By referring to our authorities in 
the first chapter of our work, the reader will fing 
that it is not only generally, but almost universally, 
conceded that baptism was performed in the early 
church according to the baptismal formula in Mat- 
thew. 

The Doctor mentions a few authorities to sustain 


him in his position. He names Dr. Smith’s Dretion- 
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ary of Christian Antiguitics. We have the full and 
strong testimony of Dr. Smith’s Dictionary of the 
Lible, in support of the early and general use of the 
baptismal formula in Matthew. See on pages 14 and 
15 of our work. He quotes Robinson as saying, in 
his “story of Baptism, ‘‘There is no mention of 
‘baptizing in the name of the Father, and of the 
Son, and of the Holy Ghost,’ in immediately post- 
Apostolic time.’’ The fact that Justin Martyr, in 
explaining the manner in which baptism was per- 
formed in his time, represents it as having been done 
according to the baptismal formula given by our 
Lord, is evidence that wnat Robinson says is not 
correct, as Justin lived but a short time after the 
Apostolic age. He was born, according to authority . 
produced by Dr. Lardner, A. D. 103. See our quo- 
tation from Justin on page 201. 

Dr. Knapp has the following in relation to the 
carly use of the baptismal formula: ‘‘In the ancient 
Christian church immediately after the time of the 
apostles, the words prescribed by Christ at the es- 
tablishment of this rite were certainly used (Just. M. 
Ap. 1, 80). It may therefore be rightly inferred 
that it was the same at the time of the apostles; and 
that it is right and proper to continue in this use.”’ 
Knapp’s Christian Theology, p. 487. We yet add 
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the following: ‘‘ Baptism was originally performed 
by immersion in the name of the trinity.’”? Guer- 
icke's Church History, p. 141. 

It will be seen from our authorities quoted, that 
the testimonies of writers ancient and modern, are 
strong, and almost unanimous in favor of the early 
practice and of the binding authority of the baptis- 
mal formula in Matthew’s gospel. 

If the statement the Doctor makes when he says, 
‘It is generally conceded that during the time of 
the apostles, as well as in the earlier post-Apostolic 
times, baptism was administered in the name of Je- 
sus,’’ 1s correct, he indirectly imputes a gross incon- 
sistency to the Christian world, for it is almost, if 
not altogether, unanimous in the practice of the bap- 
tismal formula as given by our Lord in Matthew’s 
gospel. And, indeed, his imphed imputation is 
worse than even an inconsistency. For if the in- 
spired Apostles and their immediate successors per- 
formed baptism in the namie of Jesus only, then are 
all those wrong who perform it ‘‘in the name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit,’’ 
for surely the inspired Apostles knew what form of 
baptism was right. 

If we would accept the idea that the apostles and 


their successors practiced baptism in the name of Je- 
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sus, we would at once adopt that form. And all 
who hold that idea should do so to be consistent. 
But the Doctor is wrong, as we have seen, in his 
statement in declaring ‘‘It is generally conceded 
that during the time of the apostles, as well as in the 
earlier post-Apostolic times, baptism was adminis- 
tered in the name of Jesus.’’ And though the 
Christian world is guilty of much inconsistency, it 
is not guilty of that which the Doctor indirectly im- 
putes to it. 

But why should Dr. Forney and other single im- 
mersionists, In their ardent zeal in opposing trine 
immersion, seek to depreciate and invalidate the 
form of administering baptism contained in the gos- 
pel of Matthew, and which the Christian world has 
so generally practiced, and which they themselves 
practice? There must be some cause for them to 
pursue a course so inconsistent, and therefore, so in- 
judicious. And must we not infer that the cause is 
in the fact that there is in the structure of the bap- 
tismal formula, ‘‘baptizing them into the name of 
the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit,”’ 
a power that produces a conviction that they cannot 
readily relieve themselves of, that the formula indi- 
cates a trine immersion? If this were not the case, 


why attempt to destroy the binding power of the 
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form for administering baptism that is so plainly 
taught in the gospel, and of which the Christian 
world has, with so much unanimity of belief, ac- 
cepted? 

In the closing part of the Doctor’s chapter on 
The Origin of Trine Immersion, he introduces the 
ancient heretic, Marcion. Hagenbach, an author 
quoted by the Doctor, represents the form of bap- 
tism practiced by the Marcionites as different from 
the form used by the general or Catholic church. 
And the Doctor quotes Hagenbach and Thurman to 
prove that the Marcionites practiced trine immer- 
sion. Then as the Marcionites practiced trine im- 
mersion, if their form of baptism differed from that 
of the general church, the inference the Doctor 
would have his readers to draw is, that the general 
church practiced single immersion. 

The Doctor, in introducing Marcion as he has 
done, has made a wide departure from his general 
course in the preceding part of his book. Our read- 
ers have seen from our quotation from the Doctor, 
and from our replies to him, that he has made the si- 
lence of the ancient Christian Fathers upon trine 
immersion an argument against it. He has dwelt 
upon this argument at length, and repeatedly urged 
it. The position that he has taken in his book is, 
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that there is no testimony for trine immersion before 
the time of Tertullian, or before A. D. 200.9 ad 
in referring to this time, he says, on page 36 of his 
book, ‘‘But beyond this it is not possible to carry 
it.’’ According to Dr. Cave and others, Marcion 
lived early in the second century, and was an avowed 
heretic as early as A. D. 130. Larduer's Woe 
Vol. IV, p. 589. Then the Doctor, by admitting 
the existence of trine immersion as early as the time 
of Marcion, has destroyed the force of his own ar- 
gument based upon the silence of writers before the 
time of Tertullian. He has himself broken the si- 
lence upon trine immersion before the time of Ter- 
tullan, by admitting that Marcion in the first of the 
second century practiced trine immersion. The ad- 
mission of the existence of trine immersion in any 
age, is testimony in proof of its existence in that 
age. Hence the Doctor’s position that Marcion 
practiced trine immersion, is testimony that trine 
immersion was practiced in the early part of the sec- 
ond century. And his position that Marcion prac- 
ticed trine immersion is in direct conflict with the 
position taken by the Doctor on pages 35 and 36 of 
his book, where he thus expresses himself: ‘‘ Tertul- 
lian also testifies to the practice of trine immersion 


in Egypt, as follows: ‘Then we are thrice dipped, 
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answering somewhat more than the Lord prescribed 
in the Gospel.’ Here we have trine immersion, as 
conceded in the opening of this discussion; ut de- 
yond this it is not possible to carry it.”’ The italiciz- 
ing is ours. And the position the Doctor has taken 
is also in direct conflict with the statement made by 
all writers who declare that trine immersion cannot 
be traced beyond the time of Tertullian. If, then, 
Marcion practiced trine immersion, we have trine 
immersion early in the second century. But if he 
practiced single immersion, then, according to the 
Doctor’s theory, the general church practiced trine 
immersion at that time, for he takes the position that 
the practice of the general church was different to 
that of Marcion. So his theory founded upon the 
case of Marcion, proves the existence of trine im- 
mersion early in the second century, and destroys 
the force of his repeated arguments against trine im- 
mersion founded on the want of testimony for it be- 
fore the time of Tertullian. 

We shall now dismiss the Doctor’s ‘ Hrstortcal 
Inquiry into the Practice of Trine Immersion.’’ And 
we feel greatly surprised that he should write so dis- 
paragingly against trine immersion, when he has so 
clearly failed to furnish satisfactory historical testi- 


mony against it as we have shown. We have proved 
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that a chain of historical arguments can be furnished 
from the testimony of impartial witnesses, showing 
that trine immersion can be traced to the Apostolic 


age of the Christian Church. 
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CHAriEk XVI 


NEVE (Ol DE CATHCART. 


R. Cathcart is an eminent minister in the Bap- 
tist church. He is now pastor of a church in 
Philadelphia. He is the author of several works. 
He has written one of the most recent works on 
Baptism that has been written on the immersionist 
side of the subject. He is also the author of the 
Baptist Encyclopedia, a work that has appeared 
within the last few years. In both the works named, 
the Doctor has used very hard language in writing 
against trine immersion. And as he has done so, we 
feel that justice to our subject requires of us some 
notice of his attempt to repudiate trine immersion. 
The title of his first work we shall notice is, Zhe 
Baptism of the Ages and of the Nations. This work 
is principally made up of records of immersions that 
have occurred in the different ages of the church, 
and in different countries. The work is somewhat 
peculiar. A large proportion of the baptismal occur- 
rences cited by the Doctor, are baptisms performed 
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by trine immersion. And yet, in the opening of his 
subject, the Doctor has, in strong language, repudi- 
ated trine immersion, the very mode of immersion 
that the most of his witnesses testify to. The Doc- 
tor’s course is very much like that of an attorney 
who was about calling up the witnesses for his client, 
and before he has them to testify, he criminates 
them, or charges them with being guilty of some 
crimes 

The following is almost the entire preface to the 
book: ‘‘The primary object which claimed the at- 
tention of the writer of this little work when he be- 
gan its preparation was to secure and record reliable 
information about the mode of baptism used by the’ 
great missionaries who planted Christianity among 
the pagan communities now constituting the ‘elties 
nations of the earth. How did St. Remigius bap- 
tize Clovis and his three thousand soldiers? How 
did St. Patrick baptize the Irish? How did St. Au- 
gustine baptize King Ethelbert and ten thousand of 
his subjects? How did Paulinus baptize the throng- 
ing thousands of Englishmen whom he was the 
means of converting in Northumberland? How did 
Boniface baptize his hundred thousand Germans? 
How did St. Anschar baptize the Scandinavians? 
How were the whole people of Kieff baptized when 
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their Russian master, Vladimir the Great, just res- 
cued from heathenism, ordered them to become 
Christians?’’ Now we may affirm, without any 
fears of a successful contradiction, that the answer, 
by a trine immersion, is the true answer to be given 
to each one of the questions given by the Doctor in 
his preface; for it is certain that all the baptisms to 
which he has referred were performed by trine im- 
mersion. This we presume Dr. Cathcart himself 
would not deny. 

Is it not then very strange, that after a preface 
containing questions which, if properly answered, 
bear such strong testimony to trine immersion, and 
before he proceeds to supply the contents of the 
book, the greater part of which, like the preface, tes- 
tifies to trine immersion, we should find in the open- 
ing of the book, the following passage repudiating 
trine immersion, the mode of immersion sanctioned 
so generally by the authorities quoted. ‘‘TRINE 
IMMERSION was the general practice of Christians 
from the end of the second till the close of the 
twelfth century. The proof of this statement is 
overwhelming. But the proof that triple immersion 
was the usual mode of baptism prevailing for a thou- 
sand years among Christians deg/vs with Tertullian 


at the end of the second century, not with Christ. 
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Beyond Tertullian no record in the literature of men, 
in the book of God, or tn any symbol known to mor- 
tals utters a single word about threc tmmersions in 
baptism. There is not the fazntest shadow of evi- 
dence, before the close of the second century, that 
ever has been brought forward, or that can be se- 
cured, tosprove the existence of trine immensiome. 
The great difference between Dr. Cathcart’s position 
as expressed above, and the great body of his author- 
ities quoted, will be readily perceived by the intelli- 
gent readers of his book. And as we presume his 
work was intended to promote the cause of immer- 
sion, the difference to which we have above referred, 
cannot but operate unfavorably upon a class of per- 
sons for whom the book was intended. We mean 
those who advocate sprinkling and pouring as the 
action of baptism. They will see the want of agree- 
ment between the Doctor and his authorities, and 
the testimony of the latter will not have much influ- 
ence upon them, for they will see that the author of 
the work has repudiated the practice of his own wit- 
nesses. 

When the Doctor says, ‘‘There is not the faznzes¢ 
shadow of evidence, before the close of the second 
century, that ever has been brought forward, or that 


can be secured, to prove the existence of trine im- 
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mersion,’’ his language is entirely too strong, and 
his position untenable, and in direct conflict with 
one of his authorities, and an authority, too, which 
he highly recommends for honesty and intelligence. 
We refer to Dr. Coleman. Dr. Cathcart quotes him 
as follows: ‘‘/n the second century it had become 
customary to tmmerse three times, at the mention of 
the several names in the Godhead.’’—Baptesm of the 
Ages, p. 75. The italics in the above are not ours. 
Dr. Cathcart, in referring to his quotations from Dr. 
Coleman, among which occurs the one we cited 
above, says: ‘‘ Professor Coleman in these declara- 
tions speaks as an honest man who had read the 
writings of the first twelve hundred years of the 
Christian era, which were penned by the followers of 
the Saviour. He who speaks otherwise has not sur- 
veyed the rich and large harvest-field of testimony, 
or he misrepresents it.’’—/ézd, pp. 76, 77. Prof. 
Coleman says, ‘‘ /z the second century it had become 
customary to immerse three times.’ Dr. Cathcart 
affirms, ‘‘There is not the fazntest shadow of evi- 
dence, before the close of the second century, that 
ever has been brought forward, or that can be se- 
cured, to prove the existence of trine immersion.”’ 
There was not only the shadow of evidence, before 


the close of the second century, to prove the exist- 
c 
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ence of trine immersion, but there was also the body 
of evidence, for Prof. Coleman affirms that ‘7x the 
second century it had become customary to immerse 
three times.’ And Dr. Catheart endorsed winger 


? 


Coleman as an ‘‘ honest man,’’ and as one well read 
in ‘‘the writings of the first twelve hundred years of 
the Christian era.’’ Therefore Dr. Cathcart’s asser- 
tion that ‘‘there is not the faiutcst shadow of evi- 
dence, before the close of the second century, that 
ever has been brought forward, or that can be se- 
cured, to prove the existence of trine immersion,”’ 
is shown to be incorrect, by one of his own witnesses, 
and by one, too, whose honesty and competency to 
d&cide upon such a question, he has endorsed. We 
shall now pass from the Baptism of the Ages to The 
Baptist Fencyclopedia. 

Dr. Cathcart is the editor of Zhe Baptist Encyclo- 
pedia. In this work there is an article on 77ene Lm- 
mersion, and it bears strong marks as having been 
written by the author of the Baptism of the Ages. 
And if it was not written by Dr. Cathcart, it no 
doubt had his sanction, and from the relation he 
bears to the work in which it appears, we presume 
he accepts the responsibility of the article. And in 
our notice of the article we shall consider it as writ- 


ten by him. 
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After an introduction of a historical character con- 
taining similar facts to those contained in the Bap- 
tisit of the Ages, he proceeds to say: 

‘Tf the Scriptures had been read after the third 
century as they were before it, and if baptism had 
been translated as it had been previously instead of 
being transferred, trine immersion could not have 
been perpetuated. It is one thing for an error to 
creep into the churches, but with a faithful Bible, 
widely read and reverenced, errors must perish. Je- 
rome, in his Vulgate, transfers baptism, in Eph. 4:5, 
‘One Lord, one faith, and one dapiism.’ If Jerome 
had been a faithful reviser, and had rendered bap- 
tism zmmersion, how difficult it would have been all 
over Western Europe, where his Bible was read, to 
sce the words, ‘One Lord, one faith, avd one tmmer- 


? 


ston,’ and at the same time to practice “#7ze immer- 
sion! Jerome saw the difficulty even with the Greek 
word baptisma in Roman letters in his Latin text; 
and in the Commentary which he added to his re- 
vised New Testament he gives explanations about 
the reason why, as he says, ‘We are immersed three 
times’ (ter mergimur). 

‘“‘It would appear as if ‘baptize’ was transferred 
into the Latin Vulgate to hide the meaning of the 


word. The ordinance had been enlarged by two ex- 
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tra dippings, and increased in other foolish ways, 
but the Greek word baptism covers everything to 
the masses of readers of the Vulgate. If Jerome 
had not transferred the baptismal words, and the 
Christians had continued Bible-reading, trine immer- 
sion could not have been permanently sustained 
among Bible-loving Christians. There is absolutely 
nothing in the Scriptures to support it, and its his- 
torical chain of evidence has no links uniting it to 
the apostles or their times. 

‘‘Tertullian quotes from a Latin New Testament, 
two hundred years older than Jerome’s, and his quo- 
tations from it, in his treatise ‘De Baptismo,’ always 
translate the verb ‘baptize.’ In the commission, 
Matt. 28, it reads, ‘Go teach all nations, zmmersing 
them,’ etc. (tinguentes). Here Jerome has ‘ baptiz- 
ing them.’ In Matt. 3:6, Tertullian quotes, ‘They 
were immersed (tinguebantur), confessing their sins,’ 
cap. 13, 20; Jerome again transfers ‘baptized.’ 
The New Testament quoted by Tertullian translates 
the word, and in all probability it was one of the 
versions the revision of which we have in the Vul- 
gate edition. Jerome’s translation of the Old Tes- 
tament is more faithful than his translation of the 
New.”’ 


We have quoted the Doctor in full, except the 
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first paragraph, which contains allusions to the 
torical bearing of the subject, in order that no ad- 
vantage in any way may be taken of it, and that our 
review of it may be the better understood. 

It will be observed that Dr. Cathcart blames Je- 
rome’s translation of the New Testament for the 
prevalence of trine immersion in Western Europe. 
For Jerome, like the translators of our common Eng- 
lish version, transferred the word baptize, instead of 
translating it. And so he is blamed by the Doctor 
for covering over the true meaning of baptism in 
pms 4:5. The Doctorsays: ‘It Jerome had been 
a faithful reviser, and had rendered baptism zmmer- 
ston, how difficult it would have been all over West- 
ern Europe, where his Bible was read, to see the 
words, ‘One Lord, one faith, azd one immersion,’ 
and at the same time to practice five tmmersion.”’ 
The Doctor further says: ‘It would appear as if 
‘baptize’ was transferred into the Latin Vulgate to 
hide the meaning of the word. The ordinance had 
been enlarged by two extra dippings, and increased 
in other foolish ways, but the Greek word baptism 
covers everything to the masses of the readers of the 
Vulgate.”’ 

Now do the facts bearing on the Doctor’s refer- 
ences to Jerome’s translation, sustain his position in 
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attributing the prevalence of trine immersion in 
Western Europe to that translation in which the 
word baptism in Eph. 4:5 is transferred, and not 
translated? By no means. And the facts in the 
case do not only fail to sustain him, but those facts 
are fatal to his position or theory. We call the at- 
tention of our readers to some well-known facts. It 
is known to all persons acquainted with church his- 
tory, that the Greek church with its many millions 
of members, and its numerous branches extending 
over the countries in which Christianity was first 
planted, and through which Christ and the apostles 
traveled and baptized, have always baptized, and 
they still baptize by trine immersion. These all 
read the Bible in the Greek language, which is their 
native tongue. Then, as all those Greeks baptize by 
trine immersion, it is very evident that there is noth- 
ing in the words one baptism in Eph. 4:5, when 
properly understood, that is against trine immersion. 
If the words oxe baptism, when translated, would 
settle the question in regard to the gospel mode of 
immersion, as Dr. Cathcart declares it would, why 
have they not in the native language of the Greeks 
settled it with them that one immersion is the true 
mode of Christian immersion? Whatever meaning 


words or phrases have in a good translation, they 
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must also have in the original. And, consequently, 
if a proper translation of the words one baptism in 
Eph. 4:5, would prove one immersion to be the true 
Christian baptism, those words in the original Greek 
would be sufficient to prove the same. But they do 
not, as is seen 1n the fact that the Greeks, who read 
the words one baptism in their native language, bap- 
tize by trine immersion. Hence Dr. Cathcart’s the- 
ory for accounting for the prevalence of trine im- 
mersion in Western Europe, on the ground of Je- 
rome’s imperfect translation of the New Testament, 
is not correct. 

Again: Take the ancient Greek Fathers, Clement 
of Alexandria, Chrysostom, Basil, Augustine, and 
Cyril of Jerusalem, with many others. These all 
were Greeks, and Greek scholars, and they read the 
Scriptures in their native tongue, and yet they all ad- 
vocated, and practiced trine immersion. If they 
read ove tmmersion 1n Paul’s reference to baptism in 
Eph. 4:5, they read three immersions in the baptis- 
mal formula in Matt. 28:20. Chrysostom, who was 
a Greek, and a Greek scholar, and who studied very 
diligently, and prayerfully, the Scriptures, says, 
‘Christ delivered to his disciples one baptism in 
three immersions of the body, when he said to them, 


‘Go, teach all nations, baptizing them in the name 
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of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghost.’’’—Bingham’s Antiquities of the Christian 
Gach, DB. X1,aChREXT, Sec. 7. 

These Greek scholars and theologians did not in- 
terpret a positive law of Christ by an incidental al- 
lusion to that law by an apostle, but they went di- 
rectly to that law, and interpreted it according to its 
plain and literal meaning. Hence they practiced 
the one ordinance, or the one baptism of Paul in 
Eph. 4:5, by a trine immersion, according to the 
meaning of the prescribed law, in Matt. 28: 20. 
We add here as appropriate to our purpose in show- 
ing the illogical reasoning of Dr. Cathcart to account 
for trine immersion in Western Europe, some re- 
marks of Dr. Stanley in his work on Zhe Eastern 
Church. In referring to that church, he says: oli 
is her privilege to claim a direct continuity of speech 
with the earliest times, to boast of reading the whole 
code of Scripture, old as well as new, in the language 
in which it was read and spoken by the Apostles. 
The humblest peasant who reads his Septuagint or 
Greek Testament in his own mother tongue, on the 
hills of Boeotia, may proudly feel that he has an ac- 
cess to the original oracles of divine truth, which 
Pope and Cardinal reach by a barbarous and imper- 
fect translation; that he has a key of knowledge, 
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which in the West is only to be found in the hands 
of the learned classes.’’—/istory of the Lastern 
Church, pp. TOI, I02. 

And, further: While Dr. Cathcart censures Jerome 
for not being a faithful translator, he says that ‘‘ Ter- 
tullian quotes from a Latin New Testament, two 
hundred years older than Jerome’s, and his quota- 
tions from it, in his treatise ‘De Baptismo,’ always 


? 


trameslate the verb ‘baptize.’’’ Let thereader refer 
to our quotation from the Doctor’s article given 
above. It appears, then, according to the Doctor’s 
statement, that in the time of Tertullian there was a 
translation of the New Testament used by the Latin 
Fathers, in which daftize was translated zmmerse. 
As will be noticed in our quotation, the Doctor gives 
several examples in which this was done. He does 
not give Eph. 4:5, as one of the examples in which 
baptize is translated immerse, but perhaps it might 
have been given. If not, we do not see the propri- 
ety of the Doctor’s reference to the translation to 
which reference is made. But let that be as it may. 
It is to be understood from the Doctor’s statement, 
that in the time of Tertullian, there was a translation 
of the New Testament, in which the word baptize 
was not transferred, as it 1s dune in Jerome’s Ver- 


sion, and in various others, but it was translated, 
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and translated zmmerse. It is also claimed by the 
Doctor that the prevalence of trine immersion is ow- 
ing to unfaithful translations of the Scriptures, and 
that if there is a faithful translation, it will be against 
trine immersion. Now what do the facts in this case 
prove? What does the fact that there was a faithful 
translation in the time of Tertullian prove? Does 
that fact sustain the Doctor’s position? Were Ter- 
tullian and the Latin Fathers of his time single im- 
mersionists? Not at all. Behold, they were all 
trine immersionists! We cannot but express our 
surprise. We are not at all surprised that Tertullian 
should be a trine immersionist. But we are surprised 
that the Doctor should attempt to disprove trine im- 
mersion, for this seems to have been his object, in a 
way that is so destitute of logical points and argu- 
ments. Trine immersion, then, does not depend 
upon unfaithful translations, even according to the 
Doctor’s own showing. But it depends upon a 
proper understanding of the Scriptures where read 
in the original language, or in faithful translations. 
The Greeks who read the Scriptures in the original 
language, are trine immersionists. The Latin Fa- 
thers were trine immersionists, and they read a faith- 
ful translation, according to Dr. Cathcart. 


We take leave of the Doctor, feeling a sincere re- 
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gret that while he would use so many facts and testi- 
monies presented in the practice of trine immersion- 
ists, to prove immersion to be the action of Chris- 
tian baptism, to find him speaking so disparagingly 
of trine immersion as he does when he uses the fol- 
lowing language which occurs in our quotation from 
The Baptist Encyclopedia: ‘‘The ordinance had 
been enlarged by two extra dippings, and increased 
in other foolish ways.’’ And with the feeling of re- 
gret above expressed, we also feel no little surprise 
that the Doctor should reason so illogically as he has 
done in regard to the translations of Jerome and 
Tertullian. The fact that the Greeks had the Script- 
ures in their native language, and the Latin Fathers 
a correct version in the translation of Tertullian, ac- 
cording to the Doctor’s statement, and that they 
were trine immersionists, is fatal to his theory to ac- 
count for the spread of trine immersion in Western 
Europe. ‘Trine immersion having prevailed so gen- 
erally as it has done among the Greeks, who read 
the Scripture in the Greek language, the inference 
that the Greek language is in favor of, rather than 
adverse to trine immersion, is lawful and just. And 
if the Scriptures in the original Greek teach trine 


immersion, a faithful translation will do the same. 
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CHAPTER xs: 


REVIEW OF F. Al, BOWATAN. 


HERE isa pamphlet published with the title, 
Trine ILnimersion Weighed in the Balances 
ani Found Wanting. The first part of it was pub- 
lished in England by Robert Robertson. Mr. F. M. 
Bowman, of Missouri, published Mr. Robertson’s 
work and added a chapter of his own to it. The 
whole work greatly lacks close and logical reasoning. 
It abounds in vague charges against trine immersion. 
The first chapter, that written by Mr. Robertson, is 
mainly devoted to W. Thurman. We shall only no- 
tice one point in this chapter. To the chapter writ- 
ten by Mr. Bowman, we shall give a little more at- 
tention, and notice what we consider the substance 
of his objections to trine immersion. 

1. We shall notice that point in Mr. Robertson’s 
part of the work which represents trine immersion 
to be the form of baptism practiced by the general 
or Catholic church, and single immersion to be that 


form which was practiced by the Dissenters from the 
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main bedy of the Church, or by the Reformers: 
The following paragraph from his work states Mr. 
Robertson’s idea in his own words: 

‘‘The practicers and upholders of trine immersion 
were men of learning in the worldly sense, and pop- 
ular with the world; and claiming power as succes- 
sors of the apostles to settle all questions of faith 
and discipline. This establishes a three-fold pre- 
sumption against the Scripturalness of their doctrine ; 
for (1) human learning (which Paul styles ‘ Philoso- 
phy and vain deceit’) incapacitates men for retain- 
ing or receiving the truth of CHRIST in its purity 
and simplicity; (2) popularity is evidence of their 
being uninspired ; and (3) their claim to possess spir- 
itual legislative power makes it morally certain that 
any changes that took place in the institutions of 
CuRIst would originate, without scruple, in their 
hands as the ‘mystery of iniquity’ already working 
in the days of Paul, which was to develop, and did 
finally develop, the power exalting itself above every 
authority, and arrogating to itself the right to 
‘change times and laws,’ viz., the Roman Papacy. 
The practicers of single immersion, ‘the heretics’ 
whom the trine immersionists strove to suppress, and 
of whom we have but scanty and incredible accounts 


in the writings of their enemies, were poor men who 
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made no such pretensions, and who having nothing 
to gain by it, were little likely to ‘change the ordi- 
mces: Pog. 

Dr. Forney, in his work which we have reviewed, 
also intimates that it was in the Catholic church that 
trine immersion prevailed so generally. Hus first 
concession, on page to of his work, intimates this. 
His language is as follows: ‘‘That trine immersion 
was practiced in the early part of the third century, 
and that it had become the quite general practice of 
the main body of the Catholic church, so known then, 
before the close of the third century.” y Bure 
Cathcart makes no such restriction. His language 
is this: ‘‘ Trine immersion was the general practice 
of Christians from the end of the second till the 
close of the twelfth century.’’ 

But the prevalence of trine immersion among the 
early Christians, was not only in the general body, 
but it was also the form of baptism that prevailed 
among the Dissenters. In the fifteenth chapter of 
our work, clear and abundant testimony will be 
found to prove this. We have proved by Baptist 
authority, that the Montanists, Novatians, and Do- 
natists were all trine immersionists, and they were 
all Dissenters from the general or Catholic church. 
And Robinson says, the first council of Nice took 
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notice of two sorts of dissenters. . . . ‘*These 
were the Cathari and Paulianists. The first held the 
doctrine of the Trinity, as the Athanasians in the 
church did: but, thinking the church a worldly com- 
munity, they baptized all that joined their assemblies 
by trineimmersion,’’ etc. cclesiastical Researches, 
p. 72. And Robinson further says that another 
council fifty-six years after the council of Nice, made 
provision to receive nine sorts of dissenters, and six 
of these were to be received without being rebap- 
tized because they had been baptized in the name of 
the trinity. In saying that those dissenters had been 
baptized in the name of the trinity, he means that 
they had been baptized by a trine immersion, accord- 
ing to the manner of baptizing in the general church. 
Hence they were not required to be baptized. 

The history of the early Church clearly and fully 
sustains the idea that both in the Catholic or general 
church, and in the bodies that dissented from it, 
trine immersion was the form of baptism practiced. 
And this being the case, this unanimity of sentiment 
both among dissenters, and those that constituted 
the Catholic Church, in regard to trine immersion, 
is a very strong argument for its correctness, or Di- 
vine origin. While the Dissenters and the general 
church differed on other points, they agreed with re- 
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markable unanimity upon the form of baptism apd 
believed that form to be trine immersion. 

We give the following extract from Mr. Bowman’s 
chapter of the pamphlet to which allusion has been 
made. It expresses pretty fully the main points 
against trine immersion contained in the work: 

‘¢r, Do those persons who refuse to submit to im- 
mersion (single immersion) practically do the same 
thing that the Corinthians did? The Corinthians 
denied in word the resurrection; those who refuse 
submission to the rite that God has set to symbolize 
it are in a sense chargeable with the same offense. 
They (the Corinthians) admitted the fact in form 
(baptism), and denied it in word. Those who be- 
lieve the fact (resufreetion) and deny the form (bap- 
tism—-single immersion) are evidently culpable to the 
Same Extent. 

‘¢2, Does a tri-dipping teach a tri-theism? It 
does, because it teaches that there are three distinct 
names entered by so many distinct actions. This is 
unscriptural. There is only ONE Gop. 

‘¢3. Does tri-dipping teach that the Father and 
Spirit suffered in the redemptive work with Jesus? 
It does so teach, if it teaches Jesus’ sufferings. Is 
such the fact? No. The Scriptures do not teaemmm 


“4. Does trine-immersion teach that the Father’s 
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name is Father, and that Jesus’ name is Son, and 
that the Holy Spirit’s name is Holy Spirit? It does 
so teach, but the Scripture saith not so. Trine- 
immersionists should plainly state the Father, Son, 
and Holy Spirit’s names since they profess to enter 
them in baptism; in the absence of such statement 
there is no name present to be entered. If the 
names are not pronounced, the candidate essaying to 
enter them is left in profound ignorance of the names. 
For instance, we will suppose the Father’s name is 
JEHOVAH, the Son’s JEsus, and the Holy Spirit’s 
ComForTER. Then Jehovah, Jesus, and Comforter, 
are the names to be entered, to be pronounced by 
the administrator. 

‘‘For a moment I will address myself to a trine- 
immersionist: Sir, you tell me that you have been 
baptized in (into) the name of the Father, and Son, 
and Holy Spirit ; if so, you surely know those names; 
if you have entered them, you have heard them. 
Will you be so kind as to pronounce them? Can 
you write them? Make the effort to pronounce the 
Father’s zame,; to write it. Remember father is not 
the nameof the Father. Pronounce the name of 
the Son; write it; this we think you can do. Pro- 
nounce the name of the Holy Spirit. Remember 
Holy Spirit is not the Holy Spirit’s zame. Write it. 
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WritEIT. WRITE IT. Now write again. Write 
the Father’s zame, and the Son’s mame by it or un- 
der it, then write the Holy Spirit’s mame by or under 
them, and after having thus done, see if these names 
are the names that the trine-immersionist administra- 
tor immerses into; and if they are not, you have 
either made a mistake in the names or he has, and 
in this case the names have never been entered and 
the party essaying to do so is yet standing without, 
having a form of entry, but has never entered. 
Does it not strike you, that if God had designed 
that believers in His Son should be dipped in His 
name and in the name of the Holy Ghost by distinct 
and separate acts, that He would have given those 
names in language sufficiently clear to enable us to 
understand them? 

‘(Had He thus designed a dipping into three 
names, a trine-dipping, He would not have left us in 
ignorance of two of those names. If in our vain 
search for these names, we should discover appella- 
tions applied to the Father and Spirit, we must not 
hastily conclude that we have found their names, not 
take it for granted because we have found &n appella- 
tion which describes their attributes or perfections, 
but prosecute the inquiry until we find Scriptural 
authority fora name, a NAME for Eacu of the THREE. 
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It devolves upon trine-immersionists to show the 
three names, and not only to show them, but in their 
baptism to baptize in (into) those three names, and 
not take so much for granted in so solemn a matter 
as that of baptizing (regenerating). To profess to 
baptize in the name of the three in ignorance of 
those names, and virtually baptize in no names, is to 
thrice falsify, because to say mame for name, when 
name is not the zame, is evidently an untruth. This 
is self-evident. Therefore we may reasonably con- 
clude that God does not require that of us which 
leads into such absurdities and difficulties. A name 
has been given, a glorious zame, the name whereby 
we can be saved. Peter says of that name, ‘for 
there is none other name under heaven given among 
men whereby we must be saved.’ (Acts 4:12.) At 
the tenth verse of the same chapter you may lear1 
who bore that name, ‘that by the name of Jesus 
Christ of Nazareth.’ ‘ Behold, a virgin shall con- 
ceive, and bear ason, and shall call his name ImmMan- 
Wet @lsa. 7:14.) “And thou shalt call his tame 
JESUS.’ (Matt. 1:21.) ‘‘And when eight days 
were accomplished for the circumcising of the child, 
his name was called JESUS, which was so named of 
the angel before he was conceived in the womb.’ 


(Luke 2:21.) Here we have the Son’s name clearly 
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stated, as the ‘only name whereby we must be 
saved.’ ‘Immanuel’ —God with us. Named be- 
fore he was conceived. The mighty name, the com- 
plete name. Paul says, ‘It pleased the Father thay 
in him should all fullness dwell’ (Col. 1: 19), and 
that ‘in him dwelleth all the fullness of the God- 
head bodily.’ (Col. 2:9.) If ‘all fullness dwells’ 
in Jesus, if ‘the fullness of the Godhead bodily’ 
reside in Him, He is the complete name, the ONE 
name, JEHOVAH, the Lorp of Lorps. In Him are 
hid the Father and Spirit’s name, in Him dwells all 
authority. When, therefore, we enter by one faith 
Him in whom ‘dwells the fullness of the Godhead 
bodily,’ we enter the Godhead in all of its fullness, 
even the Father, Son, and Spirit. By one faith we 
enter the one ineffable name, Jesus, the Lord Jesus 
Christ, who by one death and one resurrection, pro- 
cured our redemption, sanctification, and justifica- 
tion ; whose complete redemption work we set forth 
in our one immersion for his one burial, and our 
one emersion for his one resurrection. 

‘We conclude that Jesus was once immersed for 
his burial, once emerged for his resurrection, which 
was in point of fact fulfillment of all ‘righteous- 
ness,’ of which fact his baptism was the type. And 
again, we conclude that believers are baptized for 


REVIEW OF F. M. BOWMAN. S51 


the same great fact, the burial and resurrection of 
JEsus—a monument of that fact. If this be true, 
the mode is clear. Nothing short of a single immer- 
sion, by a backward action, can teach in monumental 
form the great truth, dlessed truth.”’ 

1. As we have fully met the first inquiry in the 
fourteenth chapter of our work, we refer the reader 
to that. 

2. To the second inquiry a very short reply will 
suffice for the candid. It issurely unjust and unfair 
to attribute to trine immersionists the doctrine of 
tri-theism. The doctrine of tri-theism is, that the 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are three distinct Gods. 
If any trine immersionists hold this doctrine, it is 
not a necessary consequence of trine immersion. 
Trine immersionists as a body, hold that there are 
three persons in the Godhead, but not three Gods. 
The three persons in the Godhead are the Father, 
the Son, and the Holy Spirit. Baptizing into each 
one of the three names, no more sanctions tri-theism, 
than does the naming of the three names in baptism 
as single immersionists do. 

peli there is any point “nm the third inguiny, it is 
like the second, an unjust and an unfair charge. 


Trine immersionists hold the commonly received 
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doctrine of the sufferings of Christ. ‘I have trod- 
den the winepress alone.’’ Isa. 63:3. ‘‘ Who his 
own self bare our sins in his own body on the tree, 
that we being dead to sin, should live unto righteous- 
ness: by whose stripes we were healed.’’ 1 Peter 2: 
24. How Mr. Bowman can with the least propriety, 
construe trine immersion more readily than he can 
single immersion to make it teach that the Father 
and the Spirit suffered, we cannot understand. In 
the baptismal formula there is nothing affirmed of 
the suffering of Christ, and indeed there is no direct 
allusion made to it. And it does seem to be a far- 
fetched objection to trine immersion that it involves 
the suffering of the Father and of the Spirit, in the 
suffering of Christ. 

4. The fourth inquiry demands a little more atten- 
tention, not because there is in reality anything in 
it against trine immersion, but its specious appear- 
ance may mislead the inconsiderate. Trine immer- 
sionists believe that the three personal manifestations 
of the Godhead, as we have them presented to us in 
the baptismal formula, are to be known and recog- 
nized by the three names, Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit. They are known by other names in the 


Scriptures, but we are to look at them when baptiz- 


REVIEW OF F. M. BOWMAN. ae 


ing, through the names they bear in the baptismal 
formula. We have seen in chapter fifth of our work, 
what ‘‘name’’ in the baptismal formula implies, and 
that it is into the persons themselves, and not simply 
into their names that we are to be baptized. 

Mr. Bowman attempts to sustain a sufficient dis- 
tinction between ‘‘zame’’ and ‘‘ appellation,’’ to 
make it improper to consider any appellation applied 
to either of the Divine Persons, asa name. We ad- 
mit some distinction between the meaning of the 
two words, but that distinction is not generally or 
practically observed. We refer to Webster. He 
explains ‘‘ Name’’ thus: ‘ Zo give an appellation 
Ga orentutle; 7d style;’’ etc, And he-explains “Ap- 


7 


pellation ’’ as follows: ‘* Zhe word by which a thing 
es called and known; name; title.’ Then in his syn- 
onyms under ‘‘ Appellation,’’ he gives zame and “tc, 
showing that he makes ‘‘ Appellation ’’’ and ‘‘ Name”? 
synonymous. And in explaining the word Son, he 
gives the following explanation as a part of its mean- 
ing: ‘Jesus Christ, the Saviour ;—called the Son of 
God, and the Soz of man.”’ 

In the Dictionary of Illustrations, published by 
R. D. Dickinson, under the Art. Holy Spirit, there 


is a division under the head of Wames of the Holy 
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Spirit. And in the list of names is, Holy Spirit, 
recognizing Holy Spirit to be the name of the third 
person in the Godhead. 

In the Cyclopedia of Tlustrations of Moral ana 
Religious Truths, by John Bate, and under the ex- 
planation of the term Father, he says, ‘‘ God is fre- 
quently called Father.’’ 

Cruden, in explaining the word Son, says, ‘‘ This 
name is given to a male child considered in the re- 
lation he bears to his parents.’’ And he closes his 
explanation thus: ‘‘ Ezekiel is called Son of man 
about eighty-nine times: and Christ about eighty 
times in the evangelists.’’ 

Bishop Leighton says, ‘‘If you then call on the 
name of God, and particularly by this name, Our 
Father, depart from iniquity.’’ And again: ‘ By 
faith we are invested into a new sonship, and by vir- 
tue of that may call him /a/her, and move him by 
that name to help and answer us.”’ Lezghton’s 
Works, p. 600. 

The criticism then that Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit, as they occur in the baptismal formula, are 
appellatives and not names, is incorrect. We surely 
are warranted by the phraseology of the baptismal 
formula, to call the three divine persons in the God- 


REVIEW OF F. M. BOWMAN. 355 


head, by the three names, Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit. These names are applied to them by our 
Lord, and they are recognized to be names by good 
literary authority. See a quotation from Prof. Cur- 
tis, page 113, and authorities for a plurality of names 
in the baptismal formula, Chap. IV, Sec. 3. 

But to see the weakness of Mr. Bowman’s argu- 
ment against trine immersion, and the erroneous 
character of his theory, let his argument and theory 
be applied to his own practice. Let it be remem- 
bered that single immersionists use the same names 
that trine immersionists do. And as Mr. Bowman 
denies that Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are names, 
he proposes the names Jehovah, Jesus, and Com- 
forter, as the names of the three persons in the God- 
head. He says, ‘‘ For instance, we will suppose the 
Father’s name to be /ehovah, the Son’s /esus, and 
the Holy Spirit’s Comforter. Then /ehovah, Jesus, 
and Comforter, are the names to be entered, to be 
pronounced by the administrator.’’ Does Mr. Bow- 
man use the names Jehovah, Jesus, and Comforter 
when he administers baptism? If he does not, his 
practice does not agree with his theory. If he does, 
he does not administer baptism according to the for- 


mula given by Christ, for that formula requires it to 
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be administered ‘‘ into the name of the Father, and 
of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit.’” Such iste 
dilemma that Mr. Bowman places himself in, by his 
course of illogical reasoning. And the attempt that 
he made in his zeal in opposing and repudiating 
trine immersion is powerless. 


CONCLUSION. Ray 
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CONCLUSION. 


HE discussion of the subject of trine immersion 
as far as we proposed to pursue it, 1s com- 
pleted. And from the various lines of argument 
that we have used, trine immersion as the mode of 
immersion enjoined by Christ upon his disciples, has 
been established, and it surely cannot be regarded as 
destitute of all claims upon Christian belief as it has 
by many heretofore been through the strong preju- 
dice that has been felt against it. 

And it seems it has been looked upon by many as 
the form of baptism practiced by but a very small 
number of Christians. This, however, is a great 
mistake, as the facts brought to light in our discus- 
sion of the subject will prove. We are not to esti- 
mate the correctness of any Christian doctrine by 
the number of persons who accept it, but when the 
insinuation is made to prejudice the minds of people 
against any doctrine, that the adherents of that doc- 


trine are few, it is right that it should be known that 
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such an insinuation has no basis of truth, if it has 
none. And such is the case in regard to the insinu- 
ation above alluded to against trine immersion. 

And if the decision of the question as to whether 
single or trine immersion is the correct former 
Christian baptism were to be settled by numbers, it 
would be decided in favor of trine immersion, as it 
is very evident that the majority of all who have 
been immersed into the Christian faith, have been 
immersed by a trine immersion. 

But trine immersion is not only the mode of im- 
mersion taught in the baptismal formula, but it is the 
mode of immersion that most fully and most clearly 
brings out the distinction in the Godhead that was 
designed to be brought out by the phraseology of the 
baptismal formula. It is a very generally recognized 
fact, that the baptismal formula is designed to teach 
a plurality and distinction in the Godhead. See 
sections 1 and 2 in Chap. IV. And when such a 
plurality and distinction are made sufficiently intelli- 
gible to be apprehended by the penitent and obedi- 
ent believer, and he obtains clearly the idea that 
each of the divine persons named had his special of- 
fice to fill, and his special work to do, in the work 
of redemption as well as in the work of creation, 


and that each has also his special work to do in the 


CONCLUSION. 359 


redemption of each individual, and that each bap- 
tized believer is brought by his baptism when he is 
properly prepared for it, not simply into the zame 
of each of the divine persons in the Godhead, but 
into the persons themselves, and thus made partakers 
of the divine nature, he then has the view of the God- 
head that the baptismal formula was designed to 
teach. And thus perceiving and appreciating his 
close relation to each, he has a basis for his faith, 
his love and his hope, that will sustain them in their 
full and complete development. 

There is a vast amount of sweet, practical, and 
germinal truth contained in the expressive formula 
of Christian baptism, which trine immersion is ad- 
mirably calculated to bring out in a fullness and 
completeness that no other form is. And we have 
tried to give some help to the Christian to bring out 
that truth for his edification and instruction. And 
we indulge the hope, that a careful and intelligent 
reading of our work, will give to at least some read- 
ers, a more clear and appreciative understanding of 
the import of the baptismal formula, éapfsing them 
into the Father, and into the Son, and into the Holy 
Spirit, than they previously had. 

And, lastly; we may say of trine immersion, as 


immersionists often say of immersion, when they 
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say, in contending for immersion, that it is not the 
amount of water for which they contend, but obedi- 
ence to the Saviour’s command. So we say, it is 
not simply the three immersions we contend for, but 
it is the strict obedience to the Saviour’s command, 
as we have seen that the command to baptize into 
the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holy Spirit, requires a trine immersion, as there are 
three distinct persons into each of which the be- 
liever is to be baptized. A writer of the Baptist de- 
nomination, in referring to the parable of the two 
sons (Matt. 21: 28), has the following remarks in re- 
gard to true obedience: ‘“‘Now the ‘doing the Fa- 
ther’s will’ is the one thing on which our Lord lays 
most stress as essential in the Christian life (Matt. 7: 
23). He here plainly teaches that when that will is 
embodied in an explicit command, there is no obedi- 
ence, whatever the intent, short of doing the specific 
thing commanded, in a ‘pedantically literal’ way.” 
The Mould of Doctrine, by Dr. J. B. Thomas, p. 
171. The words, ‘‘ pedantically literal,’’ are quoted 
by the author, and they were used derogatory to 1m- 
mersion, 

The principle stated in the following words above 
quoted, ‘‘There is no obedience, whatever the in- 


tent, short of doing the specified thing commanded,”’ 
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being sound, the divine commands should be stud- 
ied with candor, sincerity, and docility, that their 
true meaning may be ascertained, and when this is 
done, they should be strictly obeyed. Se baptized, 
is the command. Be baptized inio the name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spiri:, is 
the form in which we are to be baptized. And this 
divinely given form requires, as we have seen in the 
discussion of our subject, a trineimmersion. ‘‘ Know 
ye not, that to whom ye present yourselves as serv- 
ants unto obedience, his servants ye are whom ye 
obey; whether of sin unto death, or of obedience 
unto righteousness? But thanks be to God, that, 
whereas ye were servants of sin, ye became obedient 
from the heart to that form of teaching whereunto 
ye were delivered; and being made free from sin, ye 
became servants of righteousness.”” Rom. 6: 16-18 


(Revised Version). 


THE END. 
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Tertullian, assigns to trine immersion an apostolic origin, 
194; misrepresented, 300, 302; the true meaning of the 
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